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Jim H
07/28/2010 11:34 AM  
Subject  I-5 North Coast Corridor Project; Approve  

Hi, I live in University City and travel the I-5 North Coast Corridor about 50  
times a year.
I approve the Project as proposed. We need more freeway lanes.  Automobile travel is 
convenient, fast, and safe. Taking mass transit is not convenient for 100 mile trips to a 
destination that doesn't have an  
adequate local mass transit system.  
Jim H.  
Last name withheld for privacy.  
jim7@san.rr.com

01

Thank you for your comments in support of the proposed project, 
which are noted and are part of the public record.

01

Response to Jim H
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Lisa Hamilton
11/20/2010 11:42 AM 
Subject:

1)Why is the State Rt. 78 interchange with the I-5 not part of the draft EIR?  
2) Why put in the huge managed lanes entry at Oceanside Blvd? This disrupts the entire area 
and will drive traffic throough the neighborhood streets. Why not put it at SR 76?  
3) What mitigation will you provide for traffic through neighborhood surface streets while doing I-
5 construction? Please be specific about measures and where the money will come from for 
additional signage, stoplights, and policing.  
4) What if the funds run out part way through the project? What amendments will be sacrificed 
to finish the roadway?  

Lisa Hamilton,
skilisa@Hotmail.com,
Oceanside,CA  

11/20/2010 11:28 AM   
Subject  Soundwalls

1)When are soundwalls scheduled to be built? As a section of the widening is started? When?  
2) Why do I not see large trees in the renderings as opposed to naked concrete walls? This 
would help mitigate the starkness of the soundwalls visually and also help absorb the sound 
which would otherwise ricochet off the hard surface of the walls.  

Lisa Hamilton,
skilisa@Hotmail.com,
Oceanside, CA  

11/20/2010 11:23 AM 
Subject:

What will you do to mitigate the damage to the lagoons on the route of the I-5 widening? 
Nothing is specified in the Draft EIR. This should be spelled out before a decision is made. 

Lisa Hamilton,
skilisa@hotmail.com,
Oceanside, CA  

11/20/2010 11:21 AM 
Subject: I-5 and Coaster

Why is the Coaster being double tracked at the same time as I-5 widening? What if no money is 
left in the budget after working on the I-5 that could be put to double tracking the Coaster? 
Where will the necessary money come from to aid in this very important transportation 
alternative?

Lisa Hamilton,
Skilisa@Hotmail.com,
Oceanside, CA 

04

03

02
01

07

05

06

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Regarding the State Route (SR-) 78 / I-5 Interchange, the project 
proposes improvements and/or modifications to this interchange, 
including modified connector ramps and a new separation structure.  
Refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57, in the Final EIR/EIS.

SR-78 improvements would connect to I-5, and, therefore, it could 
seem logical to consider it part of the proposed project.  SR-78 
is an east-west route, however, and as such, its improvement 
has a separate purpose in terms of users served and potential 
environmental effects.  Also, the specific design of the SR-78 
ultimate connection with I-5 has not been completed.  Both the I-5
NCC Project and the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange project would each 
serve to relieve congestion on both affected freeway segments and 
adjacent local roadway segments, regardless of whether the other 
project is built; therefore, the separate environmental analysis is 
appropriate.  The I-5 / SR-78 Interchange project was included 
in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.25, Cumulative Analysis, for the 
issues of potential impacts to wetlands as well as visual resources.  
The project was addressed in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.25.3,
Environmental Consequences, and on Table 3.25.2, Summary of 
Cumulative Projects, as project 14 under “Caltrans Projects.”

01

With regard to access to the High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes at Oceanside Boulevard, please note that 
the Oceanside Boulevard direct access ramp (DAR) has been 
eliminated from consideration and is no longer part of the I-5 NCC 
Project.

Responses to Lisa Hamilton

03 With regard to mitigation for traffic through neighborhood 
surface streets during project construction, the project Traffic 
Management Plan (TMP), as outlined in Section 3.6.4.1, Traffic 
and Transportation, would take into consideration the needs and 
safety of all anticipated users during construction activities.  The 
TMP would include a Public Awareness Program to distribute such 
information as construction schedules and locations, as well as a 

02
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Traffic Operations Strategies Program to implement and evaluate 
on-the-ground efforts to address traffic-related concerns including 
road closures and alternate route strategies.  The specific measures 
would be developed following the selection of an alternative, as an 
element of the final design process.  

Preparation and implementation of this program would be funded 
as part of the overall project implementation budget. Federal, State 
and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have already 
been identified, and monies are being tracked.  Please reference 
tracking of TransNet monies (transportation funding provided by 
a half-cent regional sales tax approved by the voters) and the 
TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, which was 
formed to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure 
of funds, at http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?committeeid=75
&fuseaction=committees.detail. More information about the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is available at its 
home page at www.sandag.org.   The I-5 NCC Project is one of the 
specific projects being tracked.  Because the use of public funds 
has to be conservatively planned, phasing focuses on the most 
critical upgrades first.  Please note, however, that acceleration of 
specific elements consistent with need and funding availability is 
reviewed as part of overall transportation planning in the region.

05 The soundwalls located between La Jolla Village Drive and 
Palomar Airport Road would be constructed between 2020 and 
2030, and soundwalls north of Palomar Airport Road would be 
constructed by 2035.

Key view photo simulations are for illustrative purposes only.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because the 
project has not yet been approved, specific landscape plans have 
not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would be developed 
as the ongoing design process proceeds, however, and would 
reflect input from sources including Caltrans design standards and 
comments received during public outreach meetings.

03
cont.

As noted above, the project funding is arranged and will be tracked 
to avoid running out of funds partway through the project. 
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With respect to the use of “large trees” (or other vegetation) to 
enhance soundwall noise abatement, while vegetation can exhibit 
some noise-absorption benefits in situations where substantial 
vegetation “depth” is present (e.g., extensive planted orchards or 
wooded areas), vegetation use at soundwalls within the generally 
confined I-5 corridor would not notably enhance the effectiveness 
of these noise-abatement structures. 

Regarding potential project-related “damage to lagoons,” this 
issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff, as well as under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  Specifically, Section 3.10 provides an 
evaluation of potential water quality impacts in association with the 
identified build alternatives and the No Build alternative (including 
potential effects to lagoons and related waterways). This analysis 
also identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP). Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases:  maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.” Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated 
and implemented to address impacts during the planning and 
design, construction, and operational phases.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

As described in the listed Biological Environment sections, 
project-related impacts to biological resources would be avoided, 

05
cont.
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minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures.  
Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have 
been incorporated into the project design, and an extensive 
mitigation package has been developed in concert with the 
wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public Works 
Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources (including lagoons) that 
would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources than 
a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that, since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of the six coastal 
lagoons and related waterways within the project corridor, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies, and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists, to meet 
the project objectives and maximize the health and function of the 
lagoons.  Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments 
Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response 
“Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on potential 
project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

California Senate Bill 468 requires that multimodal projects occur 
concurrently with the construction of all or a portion of the capacity-
increasing I-5 project, as specified in the Public Works Plan.  
TransNet monies, which provide a portion of the project funding, 
are divided so approximately one-third each goes to highways, 
transit, and local roadways.  For more information on TransNet, 
please visit www.keepsandiegomoving.com.  The TransNet 
Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee was formed to provide 
a higher level of accountability for expenditure of funds.  More 
information about this committee and the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) is also available at www.sandag.org.
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes.

07
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Responses to Marguerite (Cherie) Harkins 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record 
regarding noise and vibration concerns in the area east of I-5 
and south of Birmingham Drive (1909 Playa Riviera Drive).  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related 
decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over 
no build conditions, with changes of three dBA or less generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Specifically, at the 
noise receptor nearest your residence (R8.25, 1914 Playa Riviera 
Drive), EIR/EIS Table 3.15.17 shows that future noise levels with 
the project (and without a soundwall) would be the same as under 
existing conditions.

Regarding your concerns on traffic-generated vibration, the 
purpose of the current environmental review is to evaluate the 
level to which future conditions would vary from existing conditions.  
Given the incremental amount of change proposed to this major 
transportation facility, substantial increased vibration impacts are 
not anticipated.  As stated in Appendix G of the EIR/EIS, potential 
impacts due to vibration caused by the project were assessed as 
less than significant under CEQA.  

With regard to sound attenuation, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA
or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S644 and S646 in the subject 
area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 29).  Construction 
of S644 and S646 is preliminarily recommended to provide 
abatement for “severely impacted” noise receptors, although an 
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alternative location has been identified for these soundwalls due 
to the poor soil quality at the original location.  Specifically, the 
recommendation for S644 and S646 would be to extend the yards 
of the severely impacted residences and construct soundwalls 
S644 and S646 on the new pads (refer to Table 3.15.18).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Many studies were conducted in the process of preparing the 
project EIR/EIS; these are listed at the beginning of EIR/EIS 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, and 
included a Community Impact Assessment (October 2007), which 
discusses anticipated impacts to property values.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information regarding 
factors affecting residential property value based on potential 
transportation project effects.  As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.4,
Community Impacts, substantial, adverse impacts to local property 
values based on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications are not 
anticipated.

Regarding your concerns on project-generated “fine particulate 
pollution,” or particulate matter (PM), this issue is addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  The section is based on the 
Air Quality Analysis prepared for the project (August 2007) and 
has been revised based on the Final Air Quality Analysis Update 
(August 2013).  As described therein, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions, including PM, and related 
improvements to air quality compared with existing conditions.  
For PM generation, including inhalable (PM10) and fine (PM2.5)
particulates, the noted project improvements to traffic operations 
would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared with 
baseline (2006) conditions.  The proposed project, therefore, would 
comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and it is unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  Additionally, based on screening using U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) PM guidance (as 
described in Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project 
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of Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and 
percentage of traffic when comparing build alternatives against a 
no project condition.  A number of measures are also identified 
in Section 3.14 to control construction-related PM generation, 
including requirements for conformance with applicable San Diego 
Air Pollution Control District and Caltrans dust control standards, as 
well as proper vehicle and equipment operation and maintenance.

For potential air quality related health effects, the analysis in 
Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 
49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions 
provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future 
years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term 
health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as previously 
indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects involving a 
federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045: Protection 
of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  
Given the described requirements and the nature of the project to 
maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, and related emissions 
along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated health effects 
would also be improved over existing conditions.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
air pollutants and related potential health effects.

With regard to your concerns about increased traffic, the project 
is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial number 
of additional trips.  Improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system.  The potential for the project to result in increased traffic 
(referred to as induced or latent demand) has been included 
in the project’s analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, due to a combination 
of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, 
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as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of 
additional vehicles on the road as a result of project improvements 
is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.  

With respect to project-generated greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions and compliance with related legislation, these issues are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change.  Specifically, 
this section provides an analysis of GHG emissions, including 
a quantified evaluation of associated potential impacts from the 
project build alternatives.  As discussed therein, the project build 
alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per day 
compared with baseline (2006) conditions (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Table 4.2).  Section 4.6 also describes Caltrans’ efforts to comply 
with California Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32 through implementation 
of its Climate Action Program, including the previously described 
project improvements in traffic operations and related emissions 
reduction.  It should also be noted that the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) includes the project, along with other multimodal solutions, 
and forecasts a countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 
levels by 2020 as required by CA AB 32 and California Senate 
Bill (CA SB) 375.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Global 
Warming” for additional information on global warming and climate 
change issues.

The term “urban heat island effect” is often used to describe 
instances when developed urban areas are warmer than 
comparable rural sites under the same weather conditions.  
Regarding the issue of increased heat retention by the project-
related construction of additional Portland cement concrete (PCC) 
pavement, while surfaces such as pavement contribute to the 
“urban heat island” effect, comparisons between urban and rural 
areas have generally shown that urban heat island effects have 
only a minor influence on global mean temperature trends.  

Additionally, a 2005 report prepared for the USEPA as part of the 
Heat Island Reduction Initiative identifies the use of “cool pavement” 
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(i.e., pavements that store and radiate less heat) as a means to 
reduce the urban heat island effect, and notes that “Conventional
PCC pavement has been proposed as a cool pavement because 
of its light color and reflectivity.” 

Regarding your concerns on project-related effects to coastal 
lagoons and associated habitats and wildlife, these issues are 
addressed in the EIR/EIS under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures (including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species).  As described therein, project-related 
impacts to biological resources (including sensitive habitats and 
wildlife) would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through 
appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been incorporated into the project 
design, and an extensive mitigation package for unavoidable 
impacts to habitats and related plant and animal species has been 
developed through coordination efforts with the wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
and Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project 
mitigation would be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal 
natural resources that would provide greater benefits to corridor-
wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific 
mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that since the 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have 
been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of the six coastal lagoons and related waterways within 
the project corridor, with important new information provided in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates the results 
of associated technical analyses including biological assessments, 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies, and Caltrans interaction with 
lagoon scientists, and was intended to meet the project objectives, 
determine the appropriate bridge lengths and channel dimensions 
to improve tidal flushing (water movement and exchange), and 
maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  As a result, 
project implementation would not reduce the areal extent of the 
lagoons and associated waterways and habitats as stated in 
this comment; it would contribute to the improved health of the 
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associated ecosystems.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on 
potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

Regarding your concern for property acquisitions, it is Caltrans’ 
intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to residential and 
business properties that abut an existing highway system.  The 
potential for property acquisitions, dependent upon the alternative, 
has been recognized throughout the planning process.  Please 
note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Caltrans engineers are continuing to refine 
the project design and are working to minimize the project footprint 
to avoid impacts to properties to the greatest extent possible.  If 
the Preferred Alternative is selected, no acquisition of residential 
or business properties would occur in Encinitas.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” regarding specifics of 
property acquisition.
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Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected to 
require improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies, and Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit 
options.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-
based alternatives.  With regard to a scaled-down version of 
the project that includes one general purpose and one HOV/
Managed Lane, please refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.6, Alternatives
Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion Prior to Draft 
EIR/EIS.  As discussed in the EIR/EIS, one of the alternatives 
eliminated from further discussion was the Freeway Expansion/
HOV (10+2 HOV) alternative, which proposed the addition of 
one general purpose land and one HOV/Managed Lane in each 
direction from Del Mar Heights Road to Vandegrift Boulevard.  
This alternative did not meet the purpose and need for the 
project because it would not provide enough freeway capacity to 
address 2030 travel demand.  Additionally, peak hour demand 
for the one HOV/Managed Lane would exceed capacity in 
various segments in year 2015 and would worsen in ensuing 
years.  Further, the addition of one general purpose and one 
HOV/Managed Lane would require additional widening to 
accommodate auxiliary lanes, resulting in impacts to wetland 
and upland areas.  Travel delays associated with this alternative 
would also worsen air quality.  Overall, this alternative would not 
address existing and future operational deficiencies, would not 
improve community connectivity and access at local interchanges 
and overcrossings, and would not enhance or improve the existing 
human and natural environment along the I-5 corridor.  
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With regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to 
use transportation monies provided for upgrade of the State 
highway system in the most beneficial way on those highway 
facilities.  Caltrans would consider a combination of driver need, 
environmental effects, and project cost when determining how 
to use these funds.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus 
transit, bikeway, and pedestrian or trail systems are also being 
pursued by the agencies responsible for these facilities within 
the North Coast Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.  
The TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee was 
formed to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure 
of funds.  More information about this committee and SANDAG is 
also available at www.sandag.org.
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518
Ken Harrison  
7/7/10 10:56 AM 
Subject: Questions (request form Q)

Inquiring the action projects: I-5 Corridor 

Question: Can you please provide me with a list of the 13 businesses that might be displaced by 
this project? Or where listed in EIR draft?  

Thanks

01
Thank you for your interest in the project. It is Caltrans’ intent to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system.

EIR/EIS Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition,
identifies the anticipated number of affected properties for each 
build alternative that was fully evaluated in the EIR/EIS (refer to 
Tables 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 3.4.3, 3.4.4a and 3.4.4b).  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Caltrans is continuing to refine the project design and 
work to minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to properties 
to the extent possible.  Further refinement will continue through 
final project design, and precise numbers and dimensions of 
properties required will not be known until that time.  Where such 
impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties would be subject to 
an appraisal to determine fair market value, and a corresponding 
offer of just compensation would be made.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Property Acquisition.” 

01

Response to Ken Harrison
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04

Responses to Florence Harrod

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
for additional information regarding the anticipated lifespan of 
project improvements.

The project is anticipated to result in improvements to air quality 
when compared with existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for a discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and the anticipated decrease in 
emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well as to 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.  As discussed 
in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although project-related 
decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over 
no build conditions, with changes of three dBA or less generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners.  Based 
on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets
1  through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K),  The 
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cont.

use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
analysis and soundwall determinations. 

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  The proposed use of 
HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential 
for the project to result in increased traffic (referred to as induced 
or latent demand) has been included in the project’s analysis 
and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected 
increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be 
relatively small (approximately four percent) in association with 
the proposed project, due to a combination of project-specific and 
regional efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the proposed 
HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of additional vehicles on the road 
as a result of project improvements is anticipated to be relatively 
small.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic.

Regarding the current Coaster schedule and public transport to 
get to and from the stations, please note that because potential 
modifications to Coaster services are within the jurisdiction of 
another agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to the 
North County Transit District (NCTD), which has jurisdiction over 
Coaster service.

Regarding mass transit, as noted in the response to your Comment 
01, the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
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modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies, 
and Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements to mass 
transit.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.
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785
Doug/Sheryl Harvey      
09/16/2010 01:32 PM  
Subject: Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project / comments 

To:
Shay Lynn Harrison,  
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief  
CA Department of Transportation – District 11  
Division of Environmental Analysis,  
MS 242 4050 Taylor Street San Diego, CA 92110  

We can say without hesitation that we support the “no build” option for many reasons but not the 
least of which is the failure of this city to address traffic congestion from a perspective that is 
reflective of a more forward thinking community. The only answer coming from officials is to 
build more and bigger freeways with no real thought into a more sustainable future. How is it 
that San Diego has made no serious efforts to include mass transit in to the matrix of 
transportation alternatives? How is it that you are seriously considering a project that takes our 
property and our quality of life along the I-5 corridor without even attempting to think outside of 
the box? I guess San Diego has learned nothing from our neighbors to the north.  

We have many complaints that lead into our decision to vote against all of your proposals 
except the “no build” as follows but not limited to:  

• No consideration given for more community friendly alternatives (public transit).  
• Shifting the burdens and cost of lack of effective transportation planning to a select group of 
residents.  
• Unnecessary taking of private property.
• Increased noise levels without giving serious consideration to other sound reduction measures 
(quiet pavement technology).
• Impacts on our natural environment.  
• Impacts on the quality of life for I-5 corridor residents.  
• Impacts on the health and welfare of I-5 corridor residents.  
• Impacts on the view shed through the project corridor.  
• Increased pollution and its affect on global climate change.  

Clearly 23CFR772 states “To provide procedures for noise studies and noise abatement 
measures to help protect the public health and welfare…”. Public health and welfare are 
primacy in the very purpose of this federal regulation; however, it seems to us that the public 
health and welfare has taken a back seat to expediency with the end result being harm inflicted 
on the residents who live along the project. Even the “no build” does not address noise or 
changing the long term transportation strategy.  

The only part of 23CFR772 you seem to use with vigor is determining what is “reasonable” as 
defined by you when it comes to making a cost determination. It seems to us that 23CFR772 is 
cleverly written to give you exactly what you need to keep from actually mitigating damage. 
What is reasonable to you and to the residents along this corridor are vastly different. What is a 
reasonable cost for ensuring that we are afforded a reasonable quality of life for the duration of 
our lives? If the residents of San Diego and California want improved traffic conditions then let 
them pay for it. Why should a select few of San Diego’s residents shoulder the entire burden for 
this project? If the city wants better mobility let them pay for it but not on our backs.  

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The 
I-5 NCC Project is only one aspect of multi-agency, multimodal 
improvements planned for the North Coast Corridor.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements to mass 
transit.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

The cost of I-5 improvements would be borne by a broad segment 
of our society and not by a select group of residents.  Project monies 
would come in part from all California residents as funds would come 
from general State coffers (the Capital Improvements Program).  
Regionally, monies would also come from TransNet dollars (our 
regional sales tax).  The potential burdens borne by residents such 
as potential increased noise or right-of-way acquisition would be 
experienced by residents also generally experiencing the greatest 
transportation benefits from living adjacent to an efficient highway 
system.  It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts 
to properties that abut an existing highway system.  Right-of-way 
acquisition is the focus of very serious and extensive evaluation.  
The minimum amount of land required for projected improvements 
would be acquired.  This effort is such an important part of planning 

01

Responses to Doug and Sheryl Harvey
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that right-of-way acquisition is not finalized until the final design, as 
project design engineers work to minimize right-of-way acquisition 
to the extent possible.  Please note that following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.    
For more information regarding property acquisition and valuation, 
please refer to the Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and 
“Acquisition Valuation.”

The projected increase in noise levels associated with the proposed 
project is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As described 
therein, although project-related noise increases would vary by 
location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be 
three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes 
of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15.4).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement 
measure that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  
Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement types 
in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term 

01
cont.
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noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt 
surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor being 
considered in wider applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, 
asphalt has a lower life expectancy than concrete, so it would 
have to be repaired or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not 
been made about practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing 
is not currently included in noise abatement measures.  In some 
special circumstances, Caltrans may consider using State-only 
funds to pay for quieter pavement to reduce traffic noise. Related 
information is available at: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/index.htm#2011catnap.

Potential project-related impacts to the “natural environment” are 
interpreted to include effects to air and water quality as well as 
biological resources.  These potential impacts are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality, and 3.10, Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff, as well as under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  For air quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in overall lower air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Specifically, all of the 
build alternatives would be consistent with applicable air quality 
plans and would not cause or contribute to existing or new pollutant 
levels that exceed ambient air quality standards.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
air quality considerations.

With respect to water quality, and as described in Section 3.10,
potential project-related water quality impacts are evaluated 
in association with the identified build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative. This analysis also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 

01
cont.
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SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases: maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary 
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with 
the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed 
within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot 
Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through
67, as applicable).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs 
would be evaluated and implemented to address impacts during 
the planning and design, construction, and operational phases.  
Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

Based on the analyses in Sections 3.17 through3.22, project-related 
impacts to biological resources would be avoided, minimized, and/
or mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into 
the project design, and an extensive mitigation package has been 
developed in concert with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as 
shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation would 
be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources 
that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources 
than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that, since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six coastal 
lagoons and/or related waterways, with important new information 
provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into 
this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  These studies were used to 
determine the appropriate I-5 bridge lengths to meet the project 
objectives and maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record 
for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for additional information on potential project-related 
impacts to coastal lagoons.

01
cont.
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With regard to quality of life, as improvement of a major existing 
transportation facility rather than development of a new one, 
impacts generally would be incremental and relatively small in 
nature.  The changes to the I-5 right-of-way would be focused 
and linear in nature, and modifications to I-5 are not expected 
to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of 
life in the communities already crossed by this highway.  The 
North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part of 
northern San Diego County, generally characterized by its coastal 
location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, commercial 
centers and activities, as well as preserves associated with 
coastal lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community
Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and 
landform modification would be within a developed urban area.  
Overall, because the project generally would improve, rather than 
adversely impact, recreational facilities and would enhance access 
within the community, the implementation of new project features 
is not expected to have an adverse effect on the quality of life for 
North Coast Corridor residents.  For further information regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on the quality of life, 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

Regarding the “health and welfare” of local residents, and in 
addition to the discussions of air/water quality and noise issues 
provided above in this response, the analysis in Section 3.14
indicates that there would be an approximately 49 percent 
decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions 
over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions provided 
in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 
2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term health 
effects from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project would reduce 
emissions and improve overall air quality relative to existing 
conditions.  In addition, all projects involving a federal action 
must comply with Executive Order 13045:  Protection of Children 
from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the 
described requirements and the nature of the project to maintain or 
reduce travel time/congestion and related emissions along the I-5 
corridor, it is anticipated that health effects associated with traffic 
congestion would be improved over existing conditions.   Please 
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also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on air pollutants and related potential health effects.
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  As noted 
above, however, changes to the I-5 right-of-way would be focused 
and linear in nature, and modifications to I-5 are not expected to 
result in substantial adverse impacts to the overall North Coast 
Corridor viewshed.  The area is already highly developed, and 
the widening of this major interstate highway would affect the 
viewshed incrementally rather than as a new substantial change 
to existing conditions.

With respect to increased air quality pollution and related potential 
effects to global climate change, these issues are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, as previously described in this response, 
and 4.6, Climate Change. Section 4.6 provides an analysis of 
project greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including a quantified 
evaluation of potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  
As described therein, the project build alternatives are estimated 
to reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San 
Diego region, for example, by hundreds of tons per day compared 
to the No Build alternative.  These decreases would be due to the 
previously described decrease in congestion and improved travel 
times along the corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Climate Change” for additional information on global warming 
and climate change issues.

Decision makers will weigh the anticipated impacts to property, 
noise, air quality, visual, and biological resources against the 
transportation and associated benefits in selecting between 
alternatives (including the No Build).

Regarding the project noise analysis and noise-abatement 
measures, please refer to the response to your Comment 01 above.  
As indicated therein, the project noise analysis recommends 
constructing a number of soundwalls to address applicable 
requirements under FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Specifically, 
82 soundwalls with a total combined length of approximately 
21 miles are recommended for the project.  Soundwalls have been 
shown to reduce traffic-generated noise and would thus contribute 

02
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Noise Abatement:

I am utterly appalled that your “reasonable cost allowance” has put a trifling fifty thousand dollar 
value on the impact of noise on our future well being as a resident in the Del Mar Villas. Is this a 
joke? I have lived here for 20 years and if I were to live here for another 20 that is a paltry 
$2500/yr additional burden on us and this community. Tell me please Ms. Harrison what value 
would you put on your social, physical, and mental well being if you were having to live with this 
decision? I doubt that has even crossed your collective minds since it will not affect any of you. 
How many of you are losing your homes and your quality of life from this project?  

A 3 dBA change is clearly noticeable and a 5 dBA change is very noticeable and yet you are not 
even going to consider noise mitigation for most of the Del Mar Villas with the exception of 
S543. And even S543 in your own words

“Sound wall S543 would not be reasonable due to the estimated construction cost exceeding 
the reasonable cost allowance (Table 3.15.10). Construction of sound wall S543 may be 
recommended if negotiations with property owners could result in reducing or eliminating 
easement costs required for construction. If the estimated construction cost could not be 
reduced to less than or equal to the reasonable allowance, construction of S543 would not be 
recommended (Table 3.15.10).”  

I read this as an ultimatum to the property owners if we do not capitulate to your demands for 
stiffing us on our property values as you take our private property and our well being. You are 
clearly holding us hostage and to that we -No Build!  
No build is the only acceptable alternative.  

Doug/Sheryl Harvey  
2747 Caminito Cedros  
Del Mar, CA 92014

02
cont.
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cont.

to the maintenance and improvement of public health and welfare 
in relation to project-related noise impacts.

As noted in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, and Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (August 2006), Pages 10 through 15, the “reasonable” 
determination for noise abatement is more subjective than the 
determination of its “feasibility.” The overall “reasonableness” of 
noise abatement is determined by many factors, with the primary 
considerations including the cost of noise abatement, absolute 
noise levels, existing versus design-year noise levels, achievable 
noise reduction, date of development along the highway, life 
cycle of noise abatement measures, and environmental impacts 
of abatement construction. Additional factors to consider include 
opinions of affected residents; input from the public and public 
agencies; and social, economic, legal, and technological factors.

With regard to the life cycle of the project, it is normally not 
“reasonable” to construct a noise abatement measure where 
planned future use, as identified in a Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP), would limit its useful life to less than 20 years.

Cost considerations in the “reasonable” determination of noise 
abatement for exteriors of residential areas begin with a 2006 
base allowance per “benefited residence” of $32,000. A benefited 
residence is a dwelling unit that is predicted to receive a noise 
reduction of at least 5 dBA from the proposed noise abatement 
measure. A residence can be a benefited residence even if it is 
not subject to a traffic noise impact.  The 2006 base allowance 
of $32,000 is based on the published Caltrans annual 2005 
Construction Price Index (CPI). In the future, the base allowance 
would be adjusted based on the most current annual CPI.

If the engineer’s cost estimate for a given proposed noise 
abatement measure is less than the total “reasonable” allowance 
for all benefited residences, the noise abatement measure is 
considered to be “reasonable” from a cost perspective. The total 
“reasonable” allowance for a given soundwall is the calculated 
“reasonable” allowance multiplied by the number of benefited 
residences for that soundwall. For Soundwall S543, the total 
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allowance of $300,000 was calculated. Generally speaking, if 
a soundwall is identified as not “reasonable,” it is typically not 
recommended for construction.  There are circumstances, however, 
under which a soundwall determined not to be “reasonable” may 
be recommended for construction.  If, for example, one or more 
noise receptors associated with an identified soundwall would be 
“severely impacted” by the project (e.g., exhibiting a project-related 
noise level at or above 75 dBA), noise abatement is required to be 
considered per FHWA and Caltrans guidelines and the associated 
soundwall could be recommended. 

As noted in the response to your Comment 01, changes of three 
dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  This is a well-established industry standard based 
on extensive research and real world experience and is widely 
accepted in the technical community.  A five dBA change, as 
noted in this comment, would be noticeable by most individuals, 
although as described in the response to your Comment 01, 
the determination of whether the project would address existing 
and future noise levels or not is initially based on conditions 
approaching a level of 67 dBA (or greater), not on the specific dBA 
increase, unless the increase is 12 dBA or more; refer to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15.1.

Regarding the discussion of Soundwall S543, your comment 
correctly quotes the Draft EIR/EIS.  Discussion about this soundwall, 
however, has been revised in the Final EIR/EIS as follows: Soundwall 
S543 would not be “reasonable” due to the estimated construction 
cost exceeding the “reasonable” cost allowance (Table 3.15.10). 
Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be $94,010 for 
this wall, and when added to the construction cost, it exceeds the 
“reasonable” allowance. If the estimated construction cost could 
not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, 
construction of S543 would not be recommended (Table 3.15.10). 
Ultimate conclusions regarding soundwall installation would 
be based on the final design, completion of the property owner 
coordination as documented in the final Noise Abatement Decision 
Report, and approval by review agencies.



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-452

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding property 
acquisitions and the potential effect of the proposed project on the 
well-being and quality of life of North County community members.  
As previously stated, your preference for the No Build alternative 
has been noted.

03
cont.
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887
Susan Harvey 
11/22/2010 08:56 AM  
Subject:  Oppose I-5 freeway lane expansion  

I strongly oppose the proposed freeway lane additions.  Please provide us with mass transit 
options other than buses.  The time has come for our area to move into the current century and 
abandon transportation methods which no longer address our needs.  

Susan Harvey  
Encinitas, CA        

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The I-5 NCC 
Project is only part of a larger transportation upgrade that the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is developing for 
the corridor, including significant expansion to the adjacent Los 
Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, 
new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, improvements to bicycle and 
pedestrian access, as well as upgrades to the existing highway 
system.  Based on regional growth projections, upgrades to all 
of these modes of travel are needed to accommodate future 
transportation needs.  Although the proposed project is intended 
to be compatible with any mass transit options being considered 
by SANDAG and the North County Transit District, Caltrans is only 
responsible for implementing the highway improvements.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

01

Response to Susan Harvey 
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425
John Haughey 
07/09/2010
Subject: draft EIR for managed HOV lanes north county

Dear Caltrans, 

As an emergency physician and local North County Resident, I urge the Caltrans community to 
seek innovative solutions to our transportation infrastructure which do not simply involve adding 
lanes. 

Efforts to decrease congestion are admirable because they cut down on emissions. 

Speaking from my local perspective, I live on the East Side of the freeway between Poinsettia 
and Palomar Airport Road. Access to public transit in this area is very poor. It is exceedingly 
difficult to walk to the "Poinsettia" Coaster station on the opposite side of the freeway which is 
sited halfway between these two freeway exits, because one must walk to either Poinsettia or 
Palomar Airport Road, both of which are unpleasant for pedestrians due to the high traffic 
volume, noise, distance etc. 

There is only limited local circulating bus service to take pedestrians up and down Palomar 
Airport Road and it only operates at peak times, there is no East West bus service at Poinsettia. 

Adding HOV lanes will not improve access to public transit which is all located on the West Side 
of the freeway, because commuters and businesses are located on the EAST side of the 
freeway. It would be advisable to study how to improve access to the 101 and coaster bus 
routes, which this plan does not seem to do. 

Mass transit is the best way to reduce congestion. Unfortunately, if locals cannot get to the 
mass transit via pedestrian or bicycle or local circulation patterns which are efficient, the HOV 
lanes will simply widen the freeway and make noise, particulates, smog, traffic, obesity, fossil 
fuel dependence and road rage worse. 

I note that there is a plan to create a pedestrian underpass at Agua Hedionda. While this may or 
may not please environmentalists by disruptive construction in sensitive wetlands, it will do 
nothing to improve pedestrian access to the 101 bus route or the CRITICAL Coaster station at 
Poinsettia. 

I would suggest that pedestrian and bicycle under and overpasses be liberally used and 
integrated with the existing Coaster and 101 routes. For example, there should be an overpass 
or an underpass between the Poinsettia Coaster Station and Camino De Las Ondas. The 
roadway is already in place and aligned on both sides of the freeway, all that is missing is 
Eminent Domain seizure of the property on the West Side of the Freeway at the Porsche 
Dealership off Avenida Encinas. 

As an aside, such a long term project (over the next 40 years) with costs in the billions should 
address our future reliance on renewable energy resources. Any addition to the long term 
infrastructure MUST have provisos for electrification in the form of integrated electric vehicle 
charging stations. 

Electrification of the freeway system will do much to reduce noise and emissions. 

04

01

02

03

06

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please note that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, 
multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  
All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  

01

Regarding the stated connection between reduced traffic 
congestion and the lowering of vehicular emissions, your comment 
is noted and reflects the discussion in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, 
Air Quality.

02

Your comment regarding the difficulty of accessing points west 
of I-5 in this area is understood; the area is constrained with 
abutting developed uses combined with heavy road usage rates.   
There are already sidewalks and bicycle lanes on both directions 
of the Poinsettia Lane overcrossing.  Please note that following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative proposes 
replacing (raising the longitudinal profile) of the Poinsettia Lane 
bridge structure, although the associated lane configuration would 
remain the same.  A possible option for bus rapid transit along 
El Camino Real east of I-5 has been reviewed by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and North County Transit 

Responses to John Haughey

03
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03
cont.

District (NCTD) but is not currently slated for implementation.  Bus 
service comments would be better submitted to these agencies, 
as they have responsibility for planning and implementing public 
transit in the area.

The inclusion of HOV/Managed Lanes within the I-5 corridor 
is intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods, not necessarily to improve access to public 
transit.  HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an 
important commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as 
stated in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional highway 
capacity in a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.

Although noise would increase with the implementation of the 
project, such impacts generally would be less than three decibels 
(dBA) and would be minimized or mitigated where soundwalls 
are determined to be “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
shielded property owners.  Please refer to Section 3.15, Noise,
of the EIR/EIS for details.  With regard to air quality, consistent 
with your earlier comment, air quality would improve with the 
project rather than decline.  The updated mobile source air toxics 
(MSAT) analysis conducted in 2013 indicates that there would be 
an approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 MSAT emissions 
over base year (2006) conditions.  Differences in MSAT emissions 
among the No Build alternative and the proposed build alternatives 
are provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12, for 
future years 2015 and 2030.

Problems such as obesity are generally associated with people’s 
overall health issues, diet, and/or lifestyle choices, rather than 
with roadways themselves.  Please note, however, that the project 
does incorporate a number of community enhancements that 
would improve bicycling and pedestrian options over the existing 
condition (see EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects).  Also, subsequent to the 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, Caltrans engineers worked with 
the cities crossed by I-5 within the North Coast Corridor to design 
the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail concept, which would link existing 

04
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I have already made a proposal to Caltrans about how the state could generate income by 
putting gas stations near the on and off ramps, improving local traffic flows, pedestrianizing local 
communities and reducing pollution in local business areas. That this is safe is borne out by the 
experience of The UK motorway system, which uses integrated refueling systems on the 
motorway. Everyday, we drive the freeway with tanker trucks full of gasoline, there is no reason 
refueling/recharging functions cannot take place on the public land devoted by law to 
transportation related purposes. 

I would suggest considering that when you tear up the freeway for this project, that you at least 
consider how you are going to electrify it for the inevitable inclusion of Electric Vehicle Charging 
Stations. 

http://sunseasurf.blogspot.com/2009/07/proposal-to-state-legislators-caltrans.html

Respectfully,

John Haughey M.D. 
904 Shore Crest Road, Carlsbad, CA 92011 
Cell 347-446-1695 
johnchaughey@gmail.com 

06
cont.

04
cont.

bike lanes with new lanes stretching the entire 27-mile length of the 
I-5 improvements.  This route should encourage longer distance 
travel via bicycles.  Caltrans coordinated closely with the City of 
Carlsbad and representatives of the public during identification 
of the community enhancements.  With regard to fossil fuel 
dependence, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the 
proposed project is anticipated to result in a decrease in operational 
energy consumption by relieving congestion and reducing out-
of-way travel.  Overall, the project is designed to improve traffic 
conditions in the future, reducing congestion and delays. Incidents 
of road rage are outside of the purview of Caltrans, but if traffic 
improves, driver frustration should also decline. 

05 You are correct in that a pedestrian and bicycle trail segment is 
proposed along the east side of I-5 between Cannon Road and 
Chinquapin Avenue that crosses over Agua Hedionda.  This 
trail enhancement is proposed as one of the many community 
enhancement features that are identified within the project corridor 
(refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  As discussed above, these 
features, if implemented, would create and/or improve such 
amenities as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections between 
pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit centers, and park and 
ride facilities.

Regarding bicycle and pedestrian crossings, please note that 
several pedestrian and bicycle crossings are proposed along the 
North Coast Corridor to improve access and connectivity between 
neighborhoods and coastal amenities on both sides of I-5. To 
construct a pedestrian/bicycle between Camino De Las Ondas and 
Avenida Encinas that would meet the minimum vertical clearance 
with I-5 and also comply with the Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA), a segment of Camino De Las Ondas would have to 
be impacted to accommodate the bridge on the eastern side of 
I-5.  This scenario would not be practicable, however, as Harbor 
Pointe Road, a cross street with Camino De Las Ondas, would 
potentially require closure.  In addition, acquiring right-of-way from 
the Hoehn Porsche Dealership on the western side of the freeway 
might not be adequate to provide the length and grades necessary 
to comply with ADA guidelines.  Specifically, to provide adequate 
grades, the bridge would have to encroach on property owned by 
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the Encina Wastewater Authority.  Providing a pedestrian/bicycle 
crossing along Avenida Encinas under this scenario may also 
not be practicable, given the proximity of two curves that form a 
reversing (or “S”) curve along that roadway segment. 

05
cont.

06 At the current time, fueling stations (for gas, diesel, electricity, 
etc.) along California highways are owned by private companies.  
Private commercial interests are not permitted within Caltrans 
right-of-way.   According to the California Air Resources Board, the 
State of California is currently in partnership with electric vehicle 
manufacturers and suppliers, along with local counties and cities, 
to develop policies and infrastructure to help establish a Statewide 
network of electric vehicle charging facilities along freeway and 
highway corridors.  The HOV/Managed Lanes and Clean Air 
Vehicle (CAV) programs are examples of infrastructure and 
policies that are currently being implemented to help establish the 
use of CAV on State freeways, which would generate increased 
demand for electric charging facilities and other alternative fuels 
such as compressed natural gas.
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985
Jenny Hawkins 
11/10/2010 10:39 AM 
Subject: Expansion of I-5 corridor in San Diego County  

I have lived in this community for many years. I know of no citizen or town along the corridor 
who wants to expand the freeway. It is ecologically devastating and will obstruct the view as one 
drives on I-5. Let's join together in a workable mass transit plan!  

Jenny Hawkins  
Cardiff, CA

01
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Regarding potential project-related impacts that may be 
“ecologically devastating,” as stated in this comment, this statement 
is interpreted to include potential effects to air and water quality, as 
well as biological resources.  These potential impacts are addressed 
in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality, and 3.10, Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff, as well as under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  For air quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Specifically, all of the 
build alternatives would be consistent with applicable air quality 
plans, and would not cause or contribute to existing or new pollutant 
levels that exceed ambient air quality standards.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
air quality considerations.

With respect to water quality, and as described in Section 3.10,
potential project-related water quality impacts are evaluated 
in association with the identified build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative. This analysis also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the 

Response to Jenny Hawkins
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01
cont.

nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within 
the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

Based on the analyses in Sections 3.17 through 3.22, project-
related impacts to biological resources would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures.  
Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have 
been incorporated into the project design, and an extensive 
mitigation package has been developed in concert with the 
wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public Works 
Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted 
that, since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed 
studies have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the 
biology and hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related 
waterways within the project area, with important new information 
provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into 
this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  These studies were used to 
determine the appropriate I-5 bridge lengths to meet the project 
objectives and maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record 
for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for additional information on potential project-related 
impacts to coastal lagoons.

With respect to visual concerns, views along the project corridor 
would continue to be a mix of open vistas, including views of the 
ocean and lagoons, and views that are blocked by development 
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01
cont.

or changed due to implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, 
these views would be similar to the existing view conditions.  
Project-related impacts to existing views would be addressed to the 
extent practicable through implementation of measures to reduce 
associated potential visual concerns. Please note that specific 
to the loss of ocean views, view impacts from the project to the 
coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized 
through the project’s design.  These resources are typically most 
visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river 
bridges, and these views would be maintained.  Some soundwalls 
(or sections of soundwalls) have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views would 
not be obstructed.  For more information regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement relative to 
viewers along I-5, as well as the anticipated less than substantial 
nature of the project’s effect as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor, 
please refer to  Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”  
Please note that the loss of an ocean view shown on Figure 3-7.78
of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112
of this Final EIR/EIS).

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding mass transit options.
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736
Susan Hedrick     
08/24/2010 05:55 PM  
Subject Fwd: Re: Fwd: CalTrans hearing last night in Encinitas 

Dear Caltrans,  
Please find below the letter I sent to the Solana Beach city council about the current project.  I 
would like to see the project halted in favor of a trolley extension project in the I-5 corridor.  
Sincerely, Susie Hedrick Solana Beach CA
Thu, 29 Jul 2010 11:18:00 -0700  
Subject: Re: Fwd: CalTrans hearing last night in Encinitas 

Dear Solana Beach City Council,  
I am distressed to read the info below about the "Return of the Fwy 5 Monster". 
  After the last round of CalTrans info meetings, one of which I attended at Solana Vista, the 
resolution was to change the curve of the fwy and take open property on the west side, 
minimizing impact on the east side and creating minimal, if any, impact on the west side.  
And now, according to the report below, that is all forgotten? But never mind that. In today's 
California why are we even considering this outrageous project? And who do we effectively 
petition to stop the project?  
It should be reasonable to consider all options for improved transportation within our region.  I 
personally feel that the greater San Diego Community would be much better served by a trolley 
extension up the fwy with pedestrian loading at key residential intersections like Del Mar 
Heights, Lomas Santa Fe, Birmingham, etc. and spurs/larger stations for employment centers 
like Torrey Pines/UCSD.  Taking more land to move more cars is not the answer any longer.  
Increased noise and other pollution and even more congestion will result.  Today's San Diego 
County could immensely benefit from the North/South trolley extension connecting people from 
South County to the Metrolink in Oceanside, which carries people to LA's Union Station and on 
to LAX (eventually by rail) including many stops in Orange and LA counties before that.  
Meeting the expense of a trolley extension in the middle of the fwy is an investment in the San 
Diego region quality of life benefiting San Diego area residents and visitors alike.  Investing in a 
wider fwy creates more noise and other pollution and more traffic, detracting from the quality of 
life we all hope to preserve here in San Diego County.  
I am hereby requesting that our city council do their best to convince Caltrans/Sandag to scrap 
the fwy expansion project in favor of a public transportation project, specifically the trolley 
extension project.  The trolley extension project will carry our region's citizens and visitors into 
2050 with smiles on their faces, not white knuckles on their steering wheels!  

Thanks for your consideration. Sincerely,  
Susie Hedrick 

Begin forwarded message:  

From: Steve Goetsch  
Date: July 28, 2010 7:18:21 PM PDT  
To: 'Jack Hegenauer' <jackhegenauer@att.net>, 'Judy Hegenauer' <judyhegenauer@att.net>, 
'Lane Sharman' < lane@solanaenergy.com>, 'Marilee McLean' < 
marileemclean@roadrunner.com> Cc: "'Mary Yang (Mary Yang)'" < myang@kairos-
scientific.com>, 'Michael Hetz' < michael@thenoodleshop.com>  
Subject: CalTrans hearing last night in Encinitas 

03

02

01

04

Thank you for your comments regarding a trolley alternative, which 
are part of the public record.  Your preference for the No Build 
alternative is noted.  Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” regarding other alternatives screened as potential 
transportation improvements in the North Coast Corridor, including 
trolleys.  Please also note that the project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to mass transit.

02

01

Regarding potential property impacts, the only build alternative 
that would directly impact homes in Solana Beach would be the 
10+4 Barrier alternative, which would potentially displace six 
condominium units in the Eden Gardens community.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Caltrans is continuing to refine the project’s design 
and work to minimize the project’s footprint to avoid impacts to 
properties to the extent possible.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition” regarding specifics related to 
property acquisitions.

Responses to Susan Hedrick
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cont.

Regarding the purpose and benefits of the project, the proposed 
project is intended to accommodate projected increases in traffic 
resulting from regional population growth.  The project would 
increase the capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve both existing 
and reasonably anticipated future congestion, through the design 
year of 2050.  It would also provide additional modal choices 
through the HOV/Managed Lanes that are envisioned as part of 
the planned multimodal regional transit system.

Comments or petitions regarding the project may be provided to 
Caltrans District 11. 

As referenced in the response to your Comment 01, several 
alternatives were considered prior to the build alternatives being 
chosen as the most viable options to meet the project’s purpose and 
need.  Although the proposed project is intended to be compatible 
with any mass transit options being considered by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and North County Transit 
District (NCTD), Caltrans is only responsible for the highway 
improvements associated with the multimodal improvement effort 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Comments regarding potential 
trolley routes and stops would be better addressed to SANDAG 
and NCTD, which are responsible for planning and implementing 
light rail service in this area.

With respect to concerns on project-related noise and “other 
pollution” (air and water quality), these issues are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.15, Noise, 3.14, Air Quality and 3.10, Water 
Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  For noise concerns, while 
project-related noise level increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer 
decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes of three dBA or 
less are generally not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 

03
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cont.

feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures as required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

Regarding project-related air quality pollution, the project is 
designed to lower travel times through reductions in traffic 
congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  
Accordingly, project implementation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on air quality considerations.

For water quality pollution, potential project-related water quality 
impacts are evaluated in association with the identified build 
alternatives and the No Build alternative in Section 3.10.  This 
analysis also identifies appropriate best management practices 
(BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality concerns, 
based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, 
including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).
Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related 
to the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, as applicable).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.
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03
cont.

Regarding potential project impacts to the local quality of life, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.  

04 Your comments have been noted and are discussed in the 
responses above.
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01
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03

04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Caltrans has provided various methods for disseminating 
information about the project to the public, as well as for the public to 
provide feedback.  The environmental review process is designed 
to provide full disclosure to both the public and governmental 
decision makers regarding potential, significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project.  A Notice of Intent (NOI) was 
issued for the draft environmental document on January 5, 2004 
(included as Figure 5-1.1 of the EIR/EIS).  The NOI provided a 
summary of the proposed project, including direct access ramps 
and interchange improvements.  The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated 
for an extended public review period, between July 8, 2010 and 
November 22, 2010, during which public meetings were held 
in each of the cities along the corridor.  Input from all of these 
efforts has been considered in the project planning and design 
process.  The Manchester Avenue Direct Access Ramp (DAR) 
was originally designed as a fly-over to provide buses access to 
the HOV/Managed Lanes without using the general purpose lanes, 
as presented in the Draft EIR.  As part of the ongoing effort to 
minimize the project’s footprint, Caltrans engineers have modified 
the design of the Manchester Avenue DAR to replace the fly-over 
with an undercrossing and to reduce the number of spaces in the 
San Elijo Multi-use Facility, thereby substantially improving visual 
effects related to the proposed project at this location.  This new 
configuration is shown on Figures 2-2.5b and 3-7.50 of this Final 
EIR/EIS.

Quieter pavement, such as "rubberized asphalt concrete" (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
for which federal funding may be used.  Caltrans is actively 
researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire noise 
source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement in several areas, including 
I-8.  The surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor 
being considered in wider applications.  In addition, asphalt has a 

Responses to Paul Henkart
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lower life expectancy than concrete so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  In some special circumstances, Caltrans 
may consider using State only funds to pay for quieter pavement 
to reduce traffic noise.  Additional information about the ongoing 
pavement research can be found on the Caltrans web site at:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/index.htm#2011catnap. 

A “western alignment” was not considered because the project 
would improve an existing facility, and thus, proposed improvements 
are centered on the existing facility.  

The issue of “storm water filtration,” or “treatment,” is discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  This 
section provides an evaluation of potential water quality related 
pollution in association with the identified build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative, and identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and 
guidelines including the Statewide Storm Water Management 
Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies 
applicable BMPs related to project elements and phases including 
“treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific BMPs 
are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location 
of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor 
as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, 
now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis notes that 
“Treatment BMPs must be considered for the proposed project, 
as required under the SWMP to prevent or minimize the long-term 
potential impacts from Caltrans facilities or activities…the locations 
of these treatment BMPs would be further evaluated to determine 
feasibility in relation to right-of-way limitations, environmental 
constraints or hydraulic capacity.”  Accordingly, the implementation 
of “treatment” BMPs for project-related storm water flows is certain, 
although the site-specific locations, nature, and extent of these 
BMPs cannot be provided at this time due to the ongoing nature of 
project design.  Based on the described considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.

01
cont.
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Regarding your questions on “noise increments” at the time I-5 was 
initially constructed and in 1977/1978, such historical noise data are 
not known to be available.  Even if this information were available, 
however, it would not be a consideration in the noise analysis 
conducted for the proposed project.  Specifically, as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 
decibels (dBA or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through
67).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

With respect to updating existing noise measurements recorded as 
part of the project’s noise assessment, for example, at the Lomas 
Santa Fe interchange updating these noise level measurements 
would not affect the analysis of project-related noise impacts or 
associated mitigation requirements.  Specifically, future No Build 
and build alternative traffic noise levels are modeled using level of 
service (LOS) C traffic volumes to obtain the “worst-case” hourly 
average noise scenario; therefore, measured noise levels in 2004 
(or subsequent dates) do not affect the future modeled noise level.  
That is, because the worst-case hourly average noise levels are 
associated with free-flowing traffic operating at higher speeds on 
all lanes, they would not change as a function of time and/or higher 
daily traffic volumes.

As noted above in this response, future noise modeling involves 
the use of LOS C traffic levels to produce the “worst-case” hourly 
noise levels.  Because this hourly noise level is an average value, 
it does incorporate short-term higher level noise events (as well as 
lower noise levels) that occur within the assessed time period.  It 
is unclear exactly what this comment is referring to in the question 

02
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05

03

02
cont.

regarding “episodic noise due to topography…,” although it should 
be noted that the project’s noise assessment does incorporate 
applicable changes to the freeway profile and associated surface 
features; related information is provided in Section 5.0 of the Noise 
Study Report (NSR) prepared for the project under the heading of 
Traffic Noise Modeling.  The NSR is available for review at: http://
www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/TSNoise07.pdf.

As noted in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” 
coordination with property owners regarding whether or not 
they desire a wall is an important element of the process.  Such 
coordination will occur following the selection of an alternative (if a 
build alternative is chosen).

It should be noted that Soundwall S622 Option 1 is not 
recommended for construction.  Rather, Option 2, which would be 
shorter (as illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 
and 25), is recommended.  EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics,
identifies a number of related potential design options to address 
visual concerns, including the use of transparent materials to retain 
desirable views (refer to EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122) from viewers 
east of I-5 to views to the west.  The specific nature of individual 
soundwalls would be determined as part of the final project design 
process.

With respect to the consideration of the Manchester Avenue and 
other DARs in the project’s noise assessment, these facilities are 
specifically included in both the NSR and EIR/EIS Section 3.15
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 26, and Tables 3.15.13
and 3.15.14, as well as Sheets 23 and 24 of NSR Appendix C).  
Please also note, however, that the design of the Manchester 
Avenue DAR has been modified since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS to replace the fly-over bridge with an undercrossing 
structure, and the associated San Elijo Multi-use Facility has been 
reduced in size.  Because the modeling reflected the worst-case 
scenario, new modeling of the updated design is not necessary.  
The DARs at Cannon Road and Oceanside Boulevard have been 
removed from the project design entirely.  
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cont.

Noise levels in the vicinity of the subject property (918SantaHidalga)
associated with the No Build alternative are not projected to 
increase at a number of nearby noise receptors due to the use 
of “worst-case” hourly noise levels for future noise modeling as 
described above in the response to your Comment 02 (refer also 
to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  That is, because the worst-case noise 
levels are associated with free-flowing traffic operating at higher 
speeds on all lanes, they would not change as a function of time 
and/or higher daily traffic volumes.

As shown in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15, Soundwall S622 (similar 
to all potential soundwalls) was evaluated at heights ranging 
from 8 to 16 feet.  This range was based on technical criteria 
including requirements for a reduction of traffic noise levels by a 
minimum of five dBA, and the ability to block the line-of-sight to 
heavy truck exhaust stacks.  Based on the information provided 
in Tables 3.15.15 and 3.15.16, the noted criteria were met for 
S622 (Option 2) with a soundwall ranging in height from 8 to 
14 feet.  While a higher (16-foot) wall would provide additional 
noise reduction as shown on Table 3.15.15, the noted technical 
criteria were achieved with a shorter wall, and S622 (Option 2) 
was already determined not to be “reasonable” as the estimated 
construction cost exceeded the “reasonable” allowance (although 
Option 2 was preliminarily recommended for construction to 
provide noise abatement for associated “severely impacted” noise 
receptors, refer to Table 3.15.16).  While the specific additional cost 
associated with increasing the height of Soundwall S622 (Option 2)
from 14 to 16 feet was not calculated as part of the project noise 
analysis, the cost for S622 at a maximum height of 14 feet already 
exceeded the “reasonable” allowance as previously noted, with 
this situation to be exacerbated by a higher wall.  Increasing sound 
levels are not considered to result in a “taking” of property.

As described in Section 6.0 of the NSR and Section 3.15 of the 
EIR/EIS, existing noise levels used for the project’s noise analysis 
were derived from measured readings within the project corridor 
(with existing average daily traffic volumes for various I-5 segments 
in the project corridor shown in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.2).  The 
projected future noise levels generated in the project analysis, as 
discussed above in the response to your Comment 02, were based 
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06

05
cont.

06

07

08

09
10

11
12

13

on the use of LOS C traffic levels to produce the “worst-case” hourly 
noise levels.  The specific traffic mixes (including cars, medium 
trucks, and heavy trucks) used for applicable freeway segments 
in the project’s future traffic model are provided in Table 6-3 of the 
NSR.  As noted above, existing noise levels were derived from 
measured readings, with associated traffic data (including mixes) 
not applicable.  Based on the information described above in this 
response and in the response to your Comment 02, due to the 
nature of existing noise level data (measured), as well projected 
future noise modeling (LOS C traffic “worst-case” hourly noise 
levels), the use of additional noise data (including the referenced 
2003 Manchester Avenue Noise Study) are not applicable to the 
project analysis.

Regarding the consideration of topography in the project’s future 
noise model, please refer to the response to your Comment 02 
above.  As noted therein, the project noise assessment considers 
applicable changes to the freeway profile and associated surface 
features for effects such as noise shielding and propagation, with 
related information provided in Section 5.0 of the NSR prepared 
for the project under the heading of Traffic Noise Modeling.  
Specifically, this discussion notes that:

SOUND2000 input is based on a three-dimensional 
grid…and receiver points are defined by their x, y, and z 
Coordinates...The propagation path between source and 
receiver is modeled in SOUND2000 through the use of 
shielding factors and propagation constants…Shielding 
factors are useful for modeling the shielding effect of rows of 
houses or building structures, special terrain features, and 
even barriers.  Propagation constants are used to model 
the varying propagation rates between the source and the 
receiver.  Generally, two basic propagation rates are used 
in SOUND2000: hard ground and soft ground.  Hard ground 
propagation is used when either the source or the receiver 
is elevated or when the propagation path is over a hard 
surface such as asphalt, and it produces a 3-dB drop-off per 
doubling of distance.  Soft ground propagation is used to 
model the greater propagation loss over grass or soft earth, 
and it produces a 4.5 dB drop-off per doubling of distance.
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cont.

Atmospheric conditions are incorporated into the future noise 
model by assuming “normal” conditions, such as temperature, 
wind direction and speed, and humidity levels, for the area being 
evaluated.  For a discussion of “episodic” noise in the future 
noise model, please refer to the response to your Comment 02 
above.  As indicated therein, future noise levels are modeled using 
LOS C traffic volumes to obtain the “worst-case” hourly average 
noise levels for free-flowing traffic operating at higher speeds.  
Accordingly, the worst-case noise levels incorporate both high and 
low level noise events that occur within the assessed time period.  

Table 7-22 from the NSR, along with the corresponding EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.15, include existing noise levels, projected future build 
and no build noise levels, and associated soundwall analyses for 
Segment 7 of the project corridor, extending between Lomas Santa 
Fe Drive and Manchester Avenue.  The existing noise levels shown 
in these tables reflect short- and long-term noise measurements 
taken at sensitive locations within the project limits, while the 
future noise levels were derived from modeling (as discussed 
above in this response and in the responses to your Comments 
02 and 05 above).  Detailed descriptions of the terminology in 
the noted tables, as well as the associated methodologies used 
to generate existing and future noise data and related soundwall 
assessments, are provided in Sections 5.0 through 8.0 of the 
NSR.  As discussed above in the responses to your Comments 02 
and 05, noise levels associated with the No Build alternative are 
not projected to increase from existing conditions at a number of 
nearby noise receptors due to the use of “worst-case” hourly noise 
levels for future noise modeling.  Because the worst-case noise 
levels are associated with free-flowing traffic operating at higher 
speeds on all lanes, noise levels would not change as a function 
of time and/or higher daily traffic volumes.

Both of the referenced short-term noise measurement sites (ST 7.3
and ST 7.4) are located at residences with intervening slopes to or 
from the freeway.  Specifically, the residence associated with ST 7.3 
(757 Santa Rosita) is set back approximately 90 feet from the top 
of a steep slope that descends to the freeway, while the residence 
at ST 7.4 (717 Santa Florencia) is located approximately 35 feet 
from the base of a slope extending down from the freeway corridor 
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cont.

(refer to the short-term noise measurements forms and related 
photos included in Appendices A and B of the NSR, respectively).  
Accordingly, because neither of the two described residential 
structures has a direct line-of-sight to the freeway, the associated 
noise measurement locations were positioned to provide the most 
accurate readings at those sites.

Long-term noise measurement LT 7.1, similar to all project long-
term noise measurements, encompassed continuous noise 
measurements over a 24-hour (or other applicable) period,  thus, 
included any short-term noise events that occurred during that 
period.  Specifically, the “30-minute interval” identified for LT 7.1 
in the project NSR refers to the intervals at which the continuous 
noise measurements are compiled and logarithmically averaged 
to provide the maximum equivalent noise level readings (LEQ), with 
these data displayed as an hourly average noise level, LEQ(h) in 
the NSR.  Accordingly, the LEQ readings provide a logarithmically 
derived average of all noise occurring during the 24-hour 
measurement period, including noise “spikes” (e.g., motorcycle 
noise as indicated in this comment), as well as lower noise levels 
typically associated with, for example, nighttime readings.  Specific 
information regarding 30-minute interval noise readings and 
associated hourly LEQ levels for LT 7.1 (as well as other project 
long-term noise measurements) are provided on the associated 
noise measurements forms included in Appendix A of the NSR.

There is no exclusion in the project noise analysis for properties 
located more than 100 feet from I-5 and below the grade of 
the freeway, as indicated in this comment.  For example, noise 
receptor site R7.32, for example (825 Santa Inez), located in the 
general vicinity of the subject property, is situated approximately 
300 feet from I-5 and below the freeway grade (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 25, and Table 3.15.15).

With respect to the potential use of alternative roadway surfaces 
such as RAC for noise reduction, please refer to the response to 
your Comment 01 above.

With respect to view blockage, please refer to the response to 
your Comment 04 above.

07



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-473

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

09

10

11

12

The biological impacts associated with the Manchester DAR and 
San Elijo Multi-use Facility are incorporated into the analysis 
presented in the Natural Environment Study prepared for the 
project as a whole.

With respect to project noise analysis for the Manchester Avenue 
DAR, the location is included in the project noise study as part 
of the entire project.  Please also refer to the response to your 
Comment 05 above.

The lighting that would be provided for the Manchester Avenue 
DAR and multi-use facility would be limited to the amount 
necessary for public safety and would be directed and shielded 
away from adjacent residential and open space areas.

The North County Transit District (NCTD) has jurisdiction over 
transit services in the North Coast Corridor.  Because of this, the 
NCTD would become responsible for maintenance of the San Elijo 
Multi-use Facility with funding from SANDAG, including activities 
such as trash removal and surface cleaning.  Details regarding 
explicit schedules are not available at this level of project design.  

Regarding your concerns on storm water management at the 
Manchester Avenue DAR and San Elijo Multi-use Facility, please 
refer to the response to your Comment 01 above.  As discussed 
therein, potential project-related runoff and associated water 
quality impacts are evaluated in EIR/EIS Section 3.10 for the 
identified build alternatives and the No Build alternative, including 
potential effects to the noted facilities and the adjacent San Elijo 
Lagoon. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate related best 
management practices (BMPs) from sources such as the SWMP 
for the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Preliminary 
BMPs identified in the vicinity of the Manchester Avenue DAR 
and multi-use facility include a number of bioswales, as depicted 
on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 26.  Runoff from the noted 
DAR and transit center site would be subject to “treatment” in 
the identified BMPs prior to off-site discharge and may also be 
addressed through efforts such as the use of DPP BMPs prior to 
“treatment” (e.g., to reduce flow rates and/or amounts).

08
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With regard to potential errors in the Draft EIR/EIS, concerns 
numbered 2, 3, 4, and 5 were corrected and updated into the Final 
EIR/EIS, which is available to the public.  Please note that with 
respect to concern number 1, the referenced  “Table D” is in the 
June 2008 Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis.  While the 
land uses between Lomas Santa Fe Drive and Manchester Avenue 
do appear to be primarily residential with some commercial, 
these land uses are correctly identified on Figure 3-1.5 in the 
EIR/EIS, and are discussed correctly in EIR/EIS Section 3.1.1.1, 
Affected Environment.  Accordingly, the specific abutting land 
uses identified in the MSAT Report do not affect the associated 
analyses or conclusions in the EIR/EIS.  Also, with respect to 
concern number 5, while Figure 2-2.13 in the Draft EIR/EIS did 
depict cars in the shoulder lanes, this figure has been removed 
from the Final EIR/EIS based on the fact that the Cannon Road 
DAR has been eliminated from the project design. 

Regarding the discharge of storm water flows from the freeway 
corridor, please refer to the response to your Comment 12 above.  
As noted therein for the Manchester DAR and multi-use facility, 
all storm water runoff from the project corridor would be subject 
to appropriate regulation and “treatment,” pursuant to associated 
regulatory requirements, prior to off-site discharge.  

With respect to the reference to “section 3.7-48” in this comment, 
it is assumed that this citation actually refers to Page 3.7-48 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, which includes a description of storm water 
“treatment” facilities from an aesthetics perspective.  Based on 
this context, the described text on Page 3.7-48 is focused on 
“treatment” BMPs “…located at freeway interchanges or in areas 
of high visibility…,” and identifies a number of associated design 
efforts intended  to avoid or minimize related potential visual 
effects.  Accordingly, this discussion is not intended to provide 
technical water quality-related BMP features and locations, or to 
identify all potential “treatment” BMPs (including a number of those 
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located near coastal lagoons).  As noted above in the responses 
to your Comments 01 and 12,  preliminary project-specific BMPs, 
along with  existing “treatment” BMPs constructed as part of 
the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program, are identified on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, as applicable.

Long-term maintenance of the community enhancements would 
be the responsibility of  the city in which the project is located, in 
conformance with future maintenance agreements with Caltrans.  
Funds for the installation of the community enhancements for the 
North Coast Corridor have been identified by SANDAG.  These 
funds are part of a Federal Highway Administration Grant for 
District 11 enhancement projects and would be supplemented 
by additional grants and funding acquired by each city.  The 
Manchester Avenue Pedestrian Bridge and Trail would be 
maintained by the City of Encinitas.  The Trailhead at Solana Hills 
Drive would be maintained by the City of Solana Beach.  The 
proposed community enhancements were identified as the most 
beneficial to the community by the project Development Team, 
along with input from the various communities.
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708
Lisa Hewitt  
07/28/2010 03:22 PM   
Subject I-5 extension and sound wall

Dear Raychel,  
I own a home next the dog park on 1-5 in Encinitas, CA. The dog park is part of our gated 
community and our homes are built around it. I understand that DOT is not planning on putting a 
sound wall in our area. This is wrong on so many levels. The dog park is in our community and 
we need a sound wall that extends the full length of our community. It is already way too loud 
with the lanes we already have. You are implementing sound walls on the rest of the project, 
why are you not installing a sound wall along the back of our community? This is preposterous!  
It is bad enough that we have no say in the expanding of the freeway, but for you to put a sound 
wall everywhere but by our community is ridiculous. Our community will fight you all the way on 
this. We are writing to everyone about this.  
Do the right thing. Put a sound wall all the way between Encinitas Blvd and Leucadia Blvd on 
both sides! Or better yet, don’t expand!  

Sincerely,
Lisa Hewitt
NOVA Biologics, Inc. 
1714 Ord Way, Oceanside CA 92056 Tel. 760-630-5700, Fax 760-630-5777  

08/16/2010 04:49 PM 
Subject  RE:  

Dear Mr. Evans,  
What DOT must understand is that if you do not put up a sound wall running on I-5 North Bound 
between Encinitas Blvd. and Leucadia, you will lower the property value of our homes and we 
will not stand for that. We can't stop you from building a 14 lane freeway, but we will fight you all 
the way on the sound wall. It would be very irresponsible for DOT to NOT build a sound wall on 
the north bound side of the I-5, running the whole distance between Encinitas Blvd. and 
Leucadia. If our property values go down due to the increased noise levels, it will affect all 
surrounding areas as we will be comps for pricing on their homes. We are banding together and 
getting all communites united to fight you on this issue. Our demographics are baby boomers 
with money and voting clout and we will fight you on this. Is Dot prepared to pay us the 
difference in our property values when they drop due to the fact Dot did not provide a sound wall 
and we were exposed to the exsisive increase of noise? You have been made aware that we 
need a sound wall. Is Dot now going to be negligent and not install a sound wall? We should not 
even be having this discussion. It is unconscionable that you would think of building a 14 lane 
freeway next to gated communities without the pre-planning of a sound wall. Does Dot not care 
at all about the environment? About people's quality of life at home? There a several 
communities on Saxony Road that are affected by this.  

The fight is on!  
This is not the last time you will hear from me or others!  
Do the right thing and build the sound wall on I-5 North Bound from Encinitas Blvd, to Leucadia 
Blvd.
Sincerely, Lisa Hewitt Saxony at Encinitas Ranch  

01 Thank you for your comments regarding project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of Encinitas Boulevard.  
Your comments are noted and are part of the public record.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA, or greater), and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S686A in the area of 
the noted “dog park.”  This soundwall has been recommended for 
construction (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 and
36, and Table 3.15.24).

Regarding your request to install soundwalls extending 
continuously between Encinitas and Leucadia Boulevards on both 
sides of I-5, such facilities would not be supported by the noise 
analysis provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15 and the related Noise 
Study Report prepared for the project.  A number of individual 
soundwalls are proposed in the identified areas, however, including 
S686A as noted above, as well as S688, which is preliminarily 
recommended for “severely impacted” noise receptors only, and 
S692 on the east side of the freeway (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 36 through 38, and Table 3.15.24).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis. 

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted and is part of 
the public record.

Responses to Lisa Hewitt
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02 With respect to your request to construct a soundwall extending 
continuously between Encinitas and Leucadia boulevards on the 
east (northbound) side of I-5, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 above.

As detailed on Table 3.15.23, noise increases associated with 
the build alternatives (without soundwalls) relative to the No Build
alternative on the northbound side of I-5 between Encinitas 
Boulevard and Leucadia Boulevard would generally be less 
than three dBA.  Changes of three dBA or less generally are not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Where noise walls 
would be constructed, the change in noise levels would be even 
less.  Substantial adverse impacts to property values are, therefore, 
not anticipated from project implementation.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information regarding 
factors affecting residential property value.  Additionally, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.   
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516
Charles Hilton
7/9/10 9:34 AM  
Subject: Questions (request form Q)

Inquiring the action projects: I-5 Corridor 
Question: Where is more information on the current plans for the route through Solana Beach?  

Thank you

01 Thank you for your interest in the project.  The Final EIR/EIS 
represents the most current information available.  It includes 
the information in the original Draft EIR/EIS and the updated 
information included in the Supplemental EIR/EIS.  It also includes 
the responses to the comments received on both documents.  
Specifically, the planned alignment through Solana Beach is 
illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 20 through 27.

Response to Charles Hilton
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883
Adam Hoch 
Saturday, August 21, 2010 3:59 PM 
Subject: Comments on the I-5 NCC Draft EIR/EIS 

To Whom It May Concern:  
The San Elijo Joint Powers Authority (SEJPA) is a wastewater treatment and water reclamation 
facility in Cardiff, CA that owns 19 miles of reclaimed water (RW) pipelines in the cities of 
Encinitas, Solana Beach, and Del Mar. These RW pipelines are located within the I-5 NCC 
project limits (crossing the I-5 corridor at Lomas Santa Fe, Manchester Avenue, and Santa Fe 
Avenue and adjacent to the I-5 corridor at numerous locations); the SEJPA is not mentioned on 
Chapter 3, Page 3.5-1, oftheI-5 NCC Draft EIR/EIS.  

Please include the SEJPA on the list of utilities on Page 3.5-1.  

Also, a wastewater land outfall owned by the City of Escondido is within the project limits (in the 
vicinity of Manchester Avenue) and is not mentioned on Page 3.5-1. Attached is a scan of the 
above comments for your use. If you have any questions, please contact me at the information 
below.

Sincerely,
Adam Hoch,  
Associate Engineer  
San Elijo Joint Powers Authority  
2695 Manchester Avenue,
Cardiff, CA 92007
Office: (760) 753-6203
Cell: (760) 801-0945
Fax: (760) 753-5935
www.sejpa.org

01

02

01 Thank you for your interest in project design.  The San Elijo Joint 
Powers Authority has been added to the discussion in Section 3.5.1
of the EIR/EIS.

02 Although the outfall is not specifically called out, reference is made 
to the City of Escondido management of sewage through project 
right-of-way.  The location of all utilities would be verified prior to 
subsurface investigation or construction.

Responses to Adam Hoch
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954
David Holler
11/17/2010 09:35 AM  
Subject: I-5 expansion comments

Dear Caltrans,  
I wish to express with great vigor my TOTAL support of the expansion plans for the I-5 from 
Oceanside to the south.  

As a California who lived here during the “golden years” of the State when driving the freeway 
was easy and quick. I am dismayed by our state’s transportation system decline and failure to 
keep up with the growth of our population and the growth of our business base.  

The free and efficient movement of goods, services, and people is what transportation systems 
are supposed facilitate. Building the expansion will facilitate the free and efficient movement of 
all three, contribute to the growth and health of the region’s economic well being, and improve 
the quality of life for the vast majority of those in the region and those who are here on business 
or vacation.

Freedom is what this country and this State is all about. Expanding the freeway may result in 
some negative effects on a small percentage of the population; however, it will improve the 
overall well-being of the region and its millions of residents for decades to come. The arguments 
that building the freeway will result in even more traffic is specious and without foundation.  

We are not Europe. I have been to Europe over 40 times and am well aware of the mass transit 
systems in major cities. People that live here who opine that we should try and build mass 
transit instead of expand the freeway are not taking into account the differences in lifestyle, 
living conditions and city infrastructures between European cities and our region. Mass transit in 
this region at a level of that in London, Berlin or Paris would not only take decades to complete, 
it would be significantly more expensive than expanding the freeway and thus WILL NEVER BE 
BUILT. IT IS A PIPE DREAM.  

Please expand the freeway in the most expeditious and safe method possible.  

David Holler
Fallbrook, CA  
760-201-6170

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your support of the project is noted.  Your opinion that 
I-5 improvements would support regional economic well-being is 
consistent with the findings of transportation agencies evaluating 
transportation issues in the North Coast Corridor.

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) plans 
for the county to trend toward more transportation options, with 
development concentrated around transit stations.  Although the 
changes that are contemplated in land use planning and alternate 
transportation modes will take many years to implement, the 
proposed project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
planning process for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding public 
transportation (including multimodal, rail, and mass transit).

Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4  Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.   The Preferred Alternative 
has been identified as the best solution to the project purpose 
and need while minimizing environmental impacts associated with 
project implementation.

Response to David Holler
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1000
Roy Honig  
11/09/2010 08:21 AM  
Subject: I-5 and where it meets Highway 78  

GET IT RIGHT - you have one shot at this project - pay critical attention 
to the points where I-5 meets east-west freeways such as 78.  Right now westbound traffic 
comes to a signal - north bound exits in a maze of cars playing 
dodge-um !

One shot - get it right .  

Roy Honig 
mhonig@cox.net

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As indicated in this comment, the east-west freeway connections 
with I-5 are critical in this heavily used corridor.  

Regarding the State Route (SR-) 78 / I-5 Interchange, the project 
proposes improvements and/or modifications to this interchange, 
including modified connector ramps and a new separation 
structure.  Refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57, in the Final 
EIR/EIS.

Specific design of the SR-78 ultimate connection with I-5 is 
underway, but has not been completed.  This ultimate configuration 
will be analyzed in a separate environmental document once 
design is sufficiently developed.

Response to Roy Honig
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724
Harland Huftel 
08/21/2010 12:50 PM 
Subject  I-5 Expension

I support your efforts to expand the I-5 Corridor in a way that maximizes the available lanes we 
as users may enjoy.  I say enjoy because I remember the highway systems before the building 
of the interstate highway system.   
Whatever you feel is necessary and what you feel will best serve the generations that follow us I 
urge you to have the courage to follow that course of action.  I travel to Mainland China 
frequently and they are so far ahead of us in building transportation systems that it make us look 
like idiots and incompetent fools.  We are better than that but local citizen groups that are 
greedy and selfish really make our process' a disgusting mess.   I believe you have a proposal 
that is realistic, prudent and meets the needs of our area.  It is my hope that it will see the light 
of day.
I want to get to work, I want to have tourists continue to visit and be a part of our economy and 
standard of living, I want semi's to be able to deliver my food, goods and services to me in on a 
safe and efficient roadway system.  I want a healthy roadway system for my grandchildren to 
use and enjoy the lifestyle we all like here in San Diego.   
I wish you good luck with this project and hope we live long enough to driveon it.  

Sincerely,
Harland Huftel 
7450 Altiva Place
Carlsbad, Ca.92009

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your opinion is consistent with the findings of transportation 
agencies evaluating transportation issues in the North Coast 
Corridor.  

Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative 
has been identified as the best solution to the project purpose 
and need while minimizing environmental impacts associated with 
project implementation.

Response to Harland Huffel
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807
Dennis & Yvonne Huiras 
10/26/2010 12:13 PM  
Subject COMMENTS ON THE I 5 COAST LANES PROJECT

MY MAIN CONCERN IS THE NOISE STUDY CONDUCTED ON PORTOFINO DRIVE 
BETWEEN DEL MAR HEIGHTS ROAD AND CARMEL VALLEY ROAD. AT A RECENT 
MEETING A CAL TRANS REP SHOWED ME NOISE STUDY STATS FOR THIS STREET. 
THE RESULTS SHOWED THE NOISE LEVEL DOES NOT MEET MANDATORY WALL 
CONSTRUCTION UNLESS AN "SI"___SUBSTANTIAL IMPACT, (WHATEVER QUALIFIES 
FOR THAT") ?THERE IS A GREATER IMPACT NOW THEN EVER AT THESE RESIDENCES 
WHICH ARE SOME OF THE CLOSEST TO I 5.  WHEN WERE THESE STUDIES DONE AND 
WHAT ADDRESSES AND DONE BY RECEPTORS OR COMPUTER IMAGES?  THE NOISE 
LEVEL WILL SURELY INCREASE BY 5-20% AND HAS THIS PROJECTION BEEN 
CONSIDERED....THIS SHOULD SURELY SHOW A MANDATORY WALL BE BUILT! 

 I WOULD INVITE CAL TRANS TO TEST MY BACK YARD AND RE EVALUATE THE 
DECIBELS.. 

 WILLTHE I5 SURFACE IN THIS AREA BE SMOOTHED OT TO ELIMINATE THE ROUGH 
SPOTS THAT GENERATE MUCH NOISE DUE TO THE INCREASED NUMBER OF 18 
WHEEL+ TRUCKS THAT BOUNCE NOISELY AND RUMBLE.  WE CAN OFTEN FEEL THE 
GROUND VIBRATE AND THE DISHES/GLASSWARE RATTLE!  ....NOT UNLIKE A SMALL 
EARTHQUAKE!  TRUCKS OFTEN USE COMPRESSION BRAKING/JAKE DOWN THEHILL 
BEHIND OUR HOUSE AND CONVERSATION IN THE HOUSE HAS TO STOP AS WELL AS 
THE BACK YARD WHICH IS CONSTANT. HAS GROUND VIBRATION SENSORS BEEN 
PLACED IN BACK YARDS TO TEST THIS??  THE HOUSE WINDOWS USED TO RATTLE 
BUT THE INSTALLATION OF NEW DOUBLE PAIN VIBRATION ENHANCED WINDOWS HAS 
HELPED SOMEWHAT. IF HOV LANES HAVE NECESSITATED A SMALL, PARTIALLY 
EFFECTIVE, WALL ONEWOULD THINK THAT AN IMPROVED OR LARGER OR REPLACED 
WALL WOULD REQUIREDBECAUSE OF THE CERTAINTY OF NOISE 
INCREASE...SOMTHING  IS AMISS!! APP.85% OF ROAD NOISE COMES FROM THE TIRES. 
IS THERE A PLAN TO COAT PORTIONS OF I5 IN SENSITIVE AREAS WITH NOISE 
DEADING MATERIAL? THIS HAS BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN OTHER LOCATIONS AND 
WOULD APPEAR TO BE REQUIRED. TRUCK SPEED CONTROL WOULD ALSO HELP. 
CERTAIN MULTIPLE TRUCKS CLOSE TOGETHER AT CERTAIN SPEEDS CREATE A 
HARMONIC WHICH MULTIPLIES NOISE TO A MUCH HIGHER LEVEL THAN NORMAL.  
MUCH HAS BEEN PRESENTED TO THE PUBLIC REGARDING ALL THE BIKE, HIKING 
TRAILS AND BEAUTIFUL EXPENSIVE ON/OFF RAMPS BUT RESIDENT NOISE ISSUES 
ARE BEING MINIMIZED.  RESIDENTIAL CONCERNS MUST HAVE TOP PRIORITY!                

DENNIS & YVONNE HUIRAS  
13439 PORTOFINO DR  
DEL MAR, CA 92014  
(858)481-1235

02

01

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related noise and soundwall concerns in the area 
west of I-5 and south of Del Mar Heights Road in the City of Del Mar 
(13439 Portofino Drive).  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S551 in the subject area.  While 
this soundwall was determined to be “feasible” under applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines (i.e., it would provide a minimum five 
dBA reduction in the future noise level), it was concluded not to be 
“reasonable” under these guidelines as the estimated construction 
cost exceeds the “reasonable” cost allowance for this structure 
(refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.9 and 3.15.10).  Accordingly, S551 is 
not recommended for construction.  Noise abatement is, however, 
required under FHWA and Caltrans guidelines at residential sites 
with future noise levels of 75 dBA or higher, which are considered 
“severely impacted.”  Therefore, individual noise abatement would 
be provided for one noise receptor (R4.11; 13131 Portofino Drive), 
as this site would exhibit a future noise level (with the project and 
no soundwall) of 75 dBA.  As shown in Table 3.15.9, the closest 
noise receptors to the subject property for which S551 would 
provide “feasible” noise abatement (i.e., R4.17 through R4.19) 
would exhibit future noise levels of between 69 and 70 dBA,
with these noise levels exceeding the current levels by two dBA.  
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Responses to Dennis and Yvonne Huiras
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cont.

As described in the Noise Study Report (NSR) prepared for the 
project (and summarized in EIR/EIS Section 3.15), measurements 
to identify existing noise levels were conducted during March, April, 
and June of 2004.  While these data are part of the overall project 
noise analysis, they do not affect projected future noise modeling, 
as FHWA and Caltrans guidelines for such modeling require use 
of the “worst-case” hourly noise levels.  That is, because these 
worstcase noise levels are associated with free-flowing traffic 
operating at higher speeds, they would not change as a function 
of time and/or higher traffic volumes.  The specific property 
addresses associated with noise measurements and modeling for 
S551 are provided in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.9.  As noted therein, the 
associated projected future noise levels at these sites would exhibit 
increases of between zero and two dBA over existing levels, with 
the three closest noise receptors to the subject property exhibiting 
an increase of two dBA as indicated above in this response.   

02 The use of alternative surfacing to reduce traffic-generated noise, 
such as "quieter pavement," is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 
as a noise abatement measure for which federal funding may be 
used. Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement 
types in reducing tire noise source levels, however, to demonstrate 
the long-term noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement. 
In some special circumstances, Caltrans may consider using state 
only funds to pay for quieter pavement to reduce traffic noise. 
Related information is available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/
noise/index.htm#2011catnap .

Noise is a subset of vibration, with noise typically defined to include 
energy transmitted through the air, and vibration defined to include 
energy transmitted through the ground or rigid structures, such 
as buildings or walls. As noted above in the response to your 
Comment 01, the assessment of project-related noise issues was 
conducted pursuant to associated FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.
These guidelines involve the use of A-weighted noise levels, which 
approximate the frequency response of the “average” human ear 
when listening to most “ordinary” sounds. Noise levels in the 
project noise analysis are thus reported as A-weighted decibels, 
or dBA. Accordingly, the use of this methodology is consistent 
with (and mandated by) the noted FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.
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cont.

Regarding the use of engine compression braking (or “Jake 
braking”), the control of this practice is not within the purview of 
Caltrans and is not directly considered in noise analyses as the 
related standards are based on maximum hourly average noise 
levels rather than short-term noise event “spikes.” It should also 
be noted that Jake braking is often not allowed in residential areas 
based on individual municipal codes, with these requirements 
often displayed on roadway signs at municipal boundaries.  
Section 27204 of the California Vehicle Code, while also not 
specifically addressing Jake braking, does provide the following 
noise level limits at 50 feet from the centerline of travel based 
on gross vehicle weight limits (GVWLs): (1) 83 dBA for vehicles 
manufactured between 1981 and 1988 and over 10,000 pounds 
GVWL; and (2) 80 dBA for vehicles manufactured after 1987 and 
over 10,000 pounds GVWL.  Enforcement of such regulations is 
the responsibility of the California Highway Patrol.

With respect to soundwall analysis in the vicinity of the subject 
property, please refer to the response to your Comment 01 above.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is 
actively researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire 
noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases 
maintenance costs, which is a factor being considered in wider 
applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower 
life expectancy than concrete, so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures.

03 With respect to truck speed control, while this issue is also outside 
of Caltrans’ purview, Section 22406 of the California Vehicle Code 
restricts highway limits to a maximum of 55 miles per hour for 
several vehicle categories, including “a motortruck or truck tractor 
having three or more axles or any motortruck or truck tractor 
drawing any other vehicle.”  As noted above in the response to 
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cont.

your Comment 02, enforcement of such regulations is under the 
purview of the California Highway Patrol.

Regarding the potential for multiple trucks to create a “harmonic 
which multiplies noise to a much higher level than normal,” it should 
be noted that noise levels increase on a logarithmic scale.  That is, 
multiple trucks close together can create a short-term noise level 
that may be between 3 and 5 dBA louder than the noise a single 
truck would make for the same time period.  As noted above in the 
response to your Comment 01, three dBA is normally considered to 
be the limit of audible change, and multiple trucks, thus, can create 
an audible difference over a single truck.  Harmonic nodes typically 
only occur in closed performance areas, however, and would occur 
only very rarely and for very brief time periods in association with 
moving vehicles in an open air environment.  Per the information in 
the response to your Comment 02 above, highway noise analysis 
is based on the loudest roadway operational hourly average 
noise level and does not include short-term noise event “spikes.”  
This maximum hourly average noise level is based on repeated 
vehicle noise measurements in a number of environments and is 
considered an accurate prediction of future noise levels per FHWA 
and Caltrans guidelines.

With regard to resident noise issues being minimized, although 
noise issues may not have been covered in detail during hearing 
presentations, they are addressed in the EIR/EIS.  In the interest 
of time, all aspects of the EIR/EIS were not addressed in detail at 
each hearing; however, Caltrans provided representatives at each 
public hearing during the public review period, at which attendees 
were able to have their project questions answered.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format.”
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Rosemay Hutzley      
Thursday, September 09, 2010 11:57 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

I own property in Oceanside on Monterey Drive near Capistrano exitoff of Harbor Drive. Will you 
be taking homes in that area to improve the fwy. If so what is the plan and how far into the 
development will you take homes?

01 01 Thank you for your interest in the project.  As illustrated on 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 64 through 65, the proposed 
project right-of-way east of I-5 between the San Luis Rey River 
and Harbor Drive would generally be consistent with the existing 
right-of-way limits for all alternatives.  As a result, no acquisition of 
homes in that area is anticipated.

Response to Rosemary Hutzley
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Karen Jacquet      
08/30/2010 05:32 PM  
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

The best solution is to go with a Bart transportation in this coastal community. You will be 
damaging all eco systems along with health to our citizens, pollution and diesel fuel pollution-
just see LA and this will be the same disgusting future! No to this project. Please file my 
comments for public review.

Sincerely Karen B. Jacquet

01
02
03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your comment is assumed to be referring to using San Francisco’s 
BART as an example for San Diego’s transportation system.  The 
I-5 NCC Project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  
Many alternatives were considered in the initial planning phase.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a 
summary of alternatives evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including 
light rail systems similar to BART.  These considerations led to the 
conclusion that the most viable option for the North Coast Corridor 
would be a multimodal system with improvements to rail, bus, and 
highway, as well as pedestrian routes and bikeways.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  For more information regarding the multimodal nature of 
the improvements to the North Coast Corridor’s transportation 
system, please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit.” 

02 Potential impacts to ecosystems are addressed under the Biological
Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural 
Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species.  As described in 
the listed Biological Environment sections, project-related impacts 
to biological resources would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into 
the project design, and an extensive mitigation package has been 
developed in concert with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as 
shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation would 
be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources 
(including lagoons) that would provide greater benefits to corridor-
wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific 
mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, since the 

Responses to Karen Jacquet
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circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have 
been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of the six coastal lagoons and related waterways within 
the project corridor, with important new information provided in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates the results of 
associated technical analyses, including biological assessments, 
hydrologic/hydraulic studies, and Caltrans interaction with lagoon 
scientists, to meet the project objectives and maximize the health 
and function of the lagoons.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with biological resources, and to 
Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information 
on potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

Regarding project-related pollution and diesel fuel pollution (air 
quality) concerns and associated potential health effects, these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As 
described therein for general air quality concerns, the project 
is designed to lower travel times through reductions in traffic 
congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  
This situation would result in overall lower air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing conditions.

With respect to particulate matter (PM, such as diesel particulates 
and dust), and based on screening using U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) PM guidance (as described in 
Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality 
Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and the percentage 
of traffic when comparing the build alternatives against a no build 
condition.  The proposed project would improve traffic operations 
by smoothing traffic flow as described above, thus it would 
contribute to lower PM emissions when compared to the No Build 
alternative.  The proposed project would therefore comply with 
federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and would be unlikely to increase 
the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment of those 
standards.  A number of measures are also identified in Section
3.14 to control construction-related PM generation, including 
required conformance with applicable San Diego County Air 
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Pollution Control District standards and proper vehicle/equipment 
operation and maintenance.

The analysis in Section 3.14 also indicates that there 
would be an approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 
mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year 
(2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions for the No Build
alternative and the build alternatives provided in Final 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 
2030.  It is anticipated that associated health effects would 
also be improved over existing conditions.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on air 
pollutants and related potential health effects.

03 Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.
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971
Kert Jans
11/11/2010 07:38 AM 
Subject: I-5 Expansion plans

Hi,

I was shocked and amazed after reading several articles about the proposed I-5 expansion in 
Wednesday’s North County Times.  It appears that a small (but vocal) minority of opponents are 
unproportionally influencing the decisions of SANDAG and the DOT. The majority of  us (who 
will be directly affected by this) are too busy working  (and commuting on I-5) to attend your 
meetings.

I have been commuting between Encinitas and San Diego on I-5  for the past 30 years.  I have 
seen I-5 go from “always clear” in the early 80’s  to what it is now. 

 I suggest that SANDAG or the DOT conduct a poll on your websites  to get an accurate feel 
about the commuting public’s option on this matter: 
 -Place a banner over the Del Mar Heights overpass directing people to a voting web page on 
the sandag.org or dot.ca.gov web sites 
- To avoid “ballot stuffing”, limit the votes to one per originating IP address (which must come 
from an ISP in San Diego county).  

 Or just conduct an impromptu poll by placing a banner over the Del Mar Heights overpass and 
ask people to flash their headlights if they are in-favor of widening the freeway. 

Just an additional comment to those who think that widening the freeway won’t make a 
difference… My morning commute on southbound I-5 (Encinitas Blvd to Sorrento Valley) was 
cut in half when the carpool lane from Manchester Ave to the Merge was added.  Adding 
additional lanes will absolutely help!  Thank you for adding the additional lane! 

Please don’t let a small (but vocal) minority of opponents who were dumb enough to purchase 
property next to a major freeway overly influence your decisions.  Their concerns need to be 
heard and addressed but only when they are valid.  

Sincerely,
 ~Kert Jans  

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for a build alternative is noted.

Caltrans monitors the functionality of the State highway system 
and proposes improvements to it when measured levels of service 
drop below industry standards.  Caltrans has provided a variety 
of methods for disseminating information about the project to the 
public, as well as for the public to provide feedback.  Citizens who 
were unable to attend public meetings were invited to provide 
comments via mail or email.  Please refer to EIR/EIS Chapter 5,
Comments and Coordination, for a summary of these efforts.  
Your conclusions regarding the benefits of adding additional 
HOV/Managed Lanes are consistent with the conclusions of 
Caltrans.  Consistent with State and federal law, this Final EIR/EIS 
contains responses to all comments received during the public 
review period.

Response to Kert Jans
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880
Jose Jara 
09/19/2010 08:42 PM  
Subject:  Caltrans web feedback page  

i-5 widening, from La Jolla to Oceanside, is shaping up to be a major mistake, irreversibly 
damaging the quality of life of for San Diego residents& creating the kind of concrete sprawl that 
mars Orange and Los Angeles Counties.  The fact that CalTrans has not proprosed a smarter 
alternative, such as the rail system in Portland, Oregon, is incomprehensible.  As a long-time 
Oceanside resident, I am concerned that the project is essentially going to ruin my community's 
well-being is an outrage. and is spurring me to work against ANY CalTrans project until the 
department proposes solutions that take into the majority's concerns into serious consideration. 

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature, 
and although substantial change is discussed for specific locations 
in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications 
to I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect 
on the overall quality of life in the communities already crossed 
by this highway.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community 
Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and 
landform modification would be within a developed urban area.  
Overall, because the project generally would improve, rather 
than adversely impact, recreational facilities, and would enhance 
access within the community, the implementation of new project 
features is not expected to have an adverse effect on regional 
community character or quality of life.

Please note that the I-5 NCC Project is only part of a larger 
transportation upgrade that the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) is developing for the corridor, including 
significant expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San 
Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
lanes, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, as well as 
upgrades to the existing highway system.  Based on regional growth 
projections, upgrades to all of these modes of travel are needed to 
accommodate future transportation needs.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for 
information regarding system alternatives, including light rail, that 
were screened during early project planning.

Response to Jose Jara
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751
Dana Johnson       
Saturday, August 28, 2010 4:14 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

I would like to see how Altamira 1 will be impacted (Stations750+00 to 757+00. The summary of 
Noise Barrriers shows a 16.1' wall in front of Alta mira 1. The Figure 2-2.14ab shows a sound 
wall and lists items in a black dot as Noise Receptor sites. What is the wall going to be made of 
and what would be the actual height from our grass level?  

Thanks very much.
Dana Johnson 

01
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 

regarding potential project-related noise effects and associated 
abatement in the area east of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane 
(Stations 750+00 to 757+00).  As indicated in this comment, 
a soundwall (S750) has been identified in the subject area 
(Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14ab has been updated in the Final 
EIR/EIS to reflect the Preferred Alternative ˗ refer to Final EIR/
EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 through 45).  This soundwall 
was determined to be “feasible” under applicable Federal 
Highway Administration and Caltrans guidelines, and although 
it was assessed as not “reasonable” because the estimated 
cost exceeded the “reasonable” allowance, it is preliminarily 
recommended for construction at heights of between 12 and 16 
feet to provide abatement for a number of “severely impacted” 
noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.29 and 3.15.30).
While the final design of soundwalls has not been determined, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics identifies several alternative 
soundwall designs, including transparent materials, that are being 
considered where appropriate (refer to EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).
Regarding the height of S750 relative to your “grass level” as 
stated in this comment, this information is not currently available 
due to the ongoing nature of project and soundwall design.

Response to Dana Johnson
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957
Torgen Johnson
11/15/2010 06:44 PM   
Subject: I oppose the I-5 Freeway Widening Project  

I oppose the proposed I-5 Freeway widening project for the following several reasons:  

1. I-5 freeway widening expands San Diego's automobile dependent transportation system and 
does not encourage wide spread use of mass transit.  In fact, the I-5 freeway widening 
precludes mass transit expansion by encouraging more drivers of automobiles to use the 
freeway instead of mass transit.  All project funds should be spent on mass transit instead.  

2. I-5 expansion makes the freeway even more dangerous to anyone who is stranded in any of 
the lanes other than the far right emergency lane.  Being stalled in a car in the middle of a very 
wide and high speed freeway can be a death sentence. The freeway should not be widened and 
traffic should be slowed to safer speeds instead.  My family narrowly survived a deadly accident 
on I-5 recently.  A wider and faster I-5 is insane.  

3. I-5 HOV lane elevated viaducts are too monstrous in scale for North County San Diego 
communities and make the intersections where they appear far too large and out of scale for 
pedestrians, bicycles.  

4. We don't need more lanes of freeway traffic. We need more viable mass transit options for 
moving commuters across and through San Diego County.  

5. Expanding freeway lanes and intersections creates entire zones along the freeway that are 
hostile and dangerous to pedestrians and diminish pedestrian safety.  

6. Expansion of the freeway system is counter to the efforts by local communities to make their 
cities more livable and walkable and bicycle friendly.  Freeway environments are hostile 
environments.  

7. San Diego needs CREATIVE THINKING about its transportation system and how to 
transform it for the future, not more of the same obsolete 1950's engineering rhetoric about 
increasing "levels of service".   

8. The entire multi-billion dollar budget for the I-5 widening project should instead be allocated to 
planning and expanding the mass transit system for San Diego County.  The current mass 
transit system in San Diego County doesn't work effectively enough to lure motorists out of their 
private automobiles.  Mass transit needs to be improved to the level of what we see in places 
like Western Europe.  It is possible to live without a car in many European cities and towns.  

9. The public participation planning process for this project is a farce.  The ideas for freeway 
lane expansion were already developed beforehand and any real public discussion about a 
more current and multi-modal transportation system and efficient mass transit are nonexistent.  

10. Transportation planning must go hand in hand with urban planning and design. I don't see 
any of the important multi-disciplinary discussions and debates happening at the public 
workshops or meeting for this project.  

06

01

02

03

04

05

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) plans 
for the region to trend toward more transportation options, with 
development concentrated around transit stations.  The changes 
that are contemplated in land use planning and alternate 
transportation modes, however, will take many years to come to 
fruition.  Based on current planning and modeling projections, 
roadway improvements are still a necessary element of the 
transportation network.  As a result, the proposed project is one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

02 The overall purpose of the project is to maintain or improve the 
existing and future traffic operations in the North Coast Corridor 
in order to improve the safe and efficient regional movement of 
people and goods for the planning design year of 2050.  Although 
no design can account for every possible accident scenario, routine 
highway design plans for cars moving at high rates of speed and 
maintains high visibility throughout the corridor to reduce the 
potential for accidents.

The design of the I-5 NCC Project includes inside and outside 
shoulders as a means for drivers to pull over during an emergency 
situation.  Operationally, additional freeway lanes provide improved 

Responses to Torgen Johnson
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02
cont.

sight distance and additional room for drivers to maneuver and 
change lanes to avoid stalled or disabled vehicles.  In addition, this 
scenario would also provide additional room for law enforcement 
and emergency vehicles to assist motorists in need.  Lowering 
freeway speeds as suggested in this comment would not be 
practicable, as it would result in additional traffic delays and could 
potentially increase accident rates on the freeway.

04

With regard to fly-over ramps, as part of the ongoing effort to 
minimize the project footprint, Caltrans engineers have modified 
the design at Manchester Avenue to eliminate the fly-over and use 
an undercrossing instead, thereby substantially improving visual 
effects related to the proposed project at this location.  Two other 
direct access ramps (DARs) locations that would have required 
overcrossings (Cannon Road and Oceanside Boulevard) have 
been removed from the project.

05

Regarding mass transit, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 01.
With regard to pedestrian and bicycle safety, please note that the 
project also incorporates a number of Community Enhancements 
that would improve bicycling and pedestrian options over the 
existing condition (refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional 
and Community Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS).  
Specifically in Solana Beach, improved pedestrian access would 
be provided on Ida Avenue and at a trailhead at Solana Hills Drive.  
A portion of the 27-mile North Coast Bike Trail, which is intended 
to provide a non-vehicular alternative from north San Diego to 
Oceanside, also would be implemented within the city.  Each of 
these enhancements would improve current pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation options.  Overall, because the project generally would 
improve—rather than adversely impact—recreational facilities and 
would enhance access within the community, implementation of 
new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect on 
pedestrians or pedestrian safety.  

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual and the Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices provide guidance for Caltrans staff in 
designing intersections that meet the needs of motorists, bicyclists, 
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11. SANDAG, Cal-Trans, and the Federal Highway Administration are absolutely wrong for 
addressing 21st Century transportation needs with 1950's freeway building solutions. We need 
better, more visionary leaders in our public transportation agencies.  

Torgen Johnson  
Solana Beach, CA

06
cont.

06

05
cont.

and pedestrians.  Key elements that affect intersection operations 
are incorporated into the design process, including measures such 
as: (1) providing adequate line-of-sight distance between drivers 
and pedestrians; (2) limiting exposure to conflicting traffic by 
providing refuge if necessary; (3) ensuring direct continuation of 
pedestrian travel paths; (4) clearly delineating required pedestrians 
movements; (5) placing crosswalks in desirable locations; and 
(6) implementing a number of additional design factors regarding 
interactions between motorists, pedestrians and bicyclists to 
ensure adequate and appropriate mobility.

Transportation projects are expensive endeavors and the planning 
process takes considerable time.  Early evaluation of system and 
design transportation alternatives for the North Coast Corridor 
occurred over a decade ago (see Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives”).  The public participation process in 2010 for the I-5
NCC Project and in 2012 for the Supplemental EIR/EIS circulated 
for public review in August 2012 addressed only improvements to 
I-5 and the adequacy of the environmental documents prepared 
for the highway project.  That is why multimodal and mass transit 
elements were not directly addressed.  Public planning for those 
elements occurred as part of SANDAG’s Regional Transportation 
Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (please refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System”).  Some ongoing planning 
is occurring during outreach related to focused rail projects.  
Please also see the response to your Comment 01 with regard 
to the regional planning process for multimodal transportation 
improvements.
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789
Jeanne Jones        
09/19/2010 03:16 PM  
Subject: I 5 corridor expansion 

Dear Cal Trans, Stop your I-5 expansion plans and do not build additional lanes!  Your lane 
expansion would destroy North San Diego County for the people who live here and for the 
thousands of people who come to visit here. I have read your plan for the I-5 lane expansion 
and oppose it because of the intolerable air pollution, noise and quality of life changes it will 
bring to our communities and have the following questions: . Instead of expanding the freeway, 
what is your plan for rapid transit to meet the needs of future growth? . Why haven't you 
invested the millions of dollars devoted to studying additional lanes to develping a rapid transit 
alternative? . I currently suffer from constant sinus problems from the current freeway pollution, 
which is 2 miles from my home.  How will your proposed expansion affect my health and the 
health of thousands of people, including many children who are even more sensitive to the 
pollutants that the expanded freeway will pump into our air? . Why can't you install a high speed 
rail system along I-5 similar to what has been built in Denver, CO along I-25? . What have you 
done to expand the coaster rail system to meet the needs of our growing population? . We 
already hear the freeway noise, which impacts our quality of life negatively. The walls you 
propose will not contain the enormous increase in noise the lane expansion will bombard us 
with.  How you do plan to controll the noise? . I have seen your video of walls along the Del Mar, 
Solana Beach and Encinitas corridors. These immense structures will destroy what sets our 
communities apart from those found in many areas of Los Angeles and Orange County.  What 
other solutions do you propose to block the noise that your lane expansion will cause? . How 
much influence does the highway industry--concrete, asphalt, high construction companies have 
on your decisions?  How much access do their lobbiest have on to your decisionmakers?   

Your proposals will only benefit them and not the people you are mandated to serve. North 
County businesses depend heavily on day visitors and destination vacationers. How will your 
proposals affect their view of what North County is?  Will they think they are only visiting a 
smaller Los Angeles? I understand that not matter how many lanes you add to the freeway, 
congestion will follow in five to ten years.  Why are you still looking at adding lanes to I-5  based 
on the past history of the freeway system in California?   

Sincerely,
Jeanne Jones  
1742 Swallowtail Rd.
Encinitas, CA  92024  

05

06
07
08

09

01
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01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding potential air pollution (air quality) concerns, and 
as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project 
is designed to lower travel times through reductions in traffic 
congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  
This situation would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing conditions.    
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on project-related air quality considerations.

With respect to noise concerns, and as discussed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related noise increases would 
vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15.4).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

Regarding your concern that the expansion project would destroy 
North San Diego County and result in changes to quality of life, 

Responses to Jeanne Jones
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impacts generally would be incremental and relatively small in 
nature because the project is an improvement of a major existing 
transportation facility rather than development of a new one.  The 
changes to the I-5 right-of-way would be focused and linear in 
nature, and modifications to I-5 are not expected to result in a 
substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life of people 
living in and visiting the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized 
part of northern San Diego County; generally characterized by 
its coastal location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, 
commercial centers and activities, as well as preserves associated 
with coastal lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community
Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and 
landform modification would be within a developed urban area.  
Overall, because the project generally would improve, rather than 
adversely impact, recreational facilities and would enhance access 
within the community, the implementation of new project features 
is not expected to have an adverse effect on the quality of life for 
North Coast Corridor residents.  For further information regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on quality of life, 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

02 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.
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03 Regarding potential freeway pollution (air quality) concerns and 
related health effects, please refer to the response to your Comment 
01 above.  The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would 
be an approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source 
air toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, 
with MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11
and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The 
potential for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a 
freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed 
project would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions, as previously indicated.  In addition, 
all projects involving a federal action must comply with Executive 
Order 13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and that 
the project would maintain or reduce travel times and congestion 
along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that health effects associated 
with traffic congestion and related air quality emissions would be 
improved over existing conditions.

04 Although the proposed project is intended to be compatible with 
any mass transit options being considered by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and North County Transit 
District (NCTD), Caltrans is only responsible for the highway 
improvements associated with the multimodal improvement effort 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding potential transportation 
alternatives, including light rail, previously screened for the North 
Coast Corridor, as well as to the response to your Comment 02 
regarding planned mass transit (including Coaster) improvements.

Additionally, with respect to high-speed rail, the high-speed rail 
and I-5 projects do not precisely intersect.  The northern-most 
San Diego County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by 
downtown San Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed by 
this rail line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-
range travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount 
of the peak hour commuters from I-5, and therefore would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast Corridor.
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05 Regarding existing noise levels and potential project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and south of La Costa Avenue, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 01 above for 
information on general project noise assessment and proposed 
noise control (abatement) measures.  While soundwalls are an 
effective method to address roadway noise as stated therein, 
no associated soundwalls are proposed along the east side of 
I-5 between Leucadia Boulevard and La Costa Avenue.  Even if 
soundwalls were proposed in this area, however, no associated 
noise-abatement benefit would occur at the subject property 
(1742 Swallowtail Drive), due to its location approximately 0.8 mile
east of the freeway (per review of Google Maps).  In addition, the 
closest noise receptors to the subject property (R12.43 through 
R12.48) exhibit projected future noise levels (with the project 
and no soundwall) of between 65 and 73 dBA (refer to EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.25).  Based on the location of the subject property 
approximately 3,500 feet east of these noise receptors (from 
review of Google Maps), and the standard attenuation of roadway 
noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), project-related noise effects at this site would not be 
expected to meet or approach 67 dBA. Accordingly, associated 
existing and future noise levels are expected to be below the noted 
noise-abatement guidelines.

06 With respect to visual concerns related to the size and scale of 
walls along the Del Mar, Solana Beach, and Encinitas corridors—
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual / Aesthetics, states that the visual 
impact of each build alternative would be high.  The visual 
impacts of soundwalls are weighed against the need to provide 
noise attenuation for the sensitive noise receptors adjacent to the 
freeway.  In many instances, project walls would be located only 
on one side of I-5.  In addition, walls are linear facilities, with views 
shifting as the viewer moves along (or adjacent to) the freeway 
corridor.  Views along the project corridor would continue to be 
a mix of open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, 
and views that are blocked by development or changed due to 
implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, these views 
would be similar to the existing view conditions.), Project-related 
impacts to existing views would be and the latter condition and 
other potential visual concerns addressed to the extent practicable 
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through the implementation of project measures.  Specifically, 
these may include efforts such as the corridor-wide replacement 
and/or installation of landscaping enhancements to provide visual 
screening and blending; use of retaining walls in applicable locations 
to reduce grading requirements; incorporation of landscaped 
earthen berms as noise-abatement facilities where practicable 
(i.e., in lieu of, or in combination with, structural walls); use of 
articulated or textural facades on retaining walls and soundwalls 
to provide contrast and avoid a monolithic appearance; use of 
transparent materials in soundwall design where practicable to 
retain desirable views; and incorporation of terraced designs for 
applicable walls to accommodate associated landscape screening 
(refer to EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122).
Simulations from representative viewpoints along I-5 are also 
provided in Section 3.7, showing pre- and post-project views from 
applicable locations.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvements relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 
corridor.

07

The proposed transportation upgrades in the North Coast Corridor 
are the result of agency review of existing and projected future 
congestion and are not the result of influence by anyone in the 
highway industry.  

08

Regarding proposed measures to “block” project-generated 
noise soundwalls as described in your Comments 01 and 05 
above, soundwalls are the only approved measures to attenuate 
noise.  Additionally, the use of “Quieter pavement” is currently not 
listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure for which 
federal funding may be used. Caltrans is actively researching the 
benefits of pavement types in reducing tire noise source levels 
to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement characteristics of 
quieter pavement. In some special circumstances, Caltrans may 
consider using state only funds to pay for quieter pavement to 
reduce traffic noise. Related information is available at: http://
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/index.htm#2011catnap.
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Project improvements are designed to benefit all users of I-5 by 
reducing congestion and creating more certainty in travel time.  
As discussed in the response to your Comment 08, the proposed 
project is not a result of influence from the construction and 
highway industry. 

With respect to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of 
each build alternative would be high.  There would be some loss 
of views to scenic resources and there are modifications to current 
views of the highway right-of-way.  Please note that specific to the 
loss of ocean views, view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most 
visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river 
bridges, and these views would be maintained.  Some soundwalls 
(or sections of soundwalls) have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views would not 
be obstructed.  Please note that the loss of an ocean view shown 
on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be avoided (refer 
to Figure 3-7.112 of this Final EIR/EIS).  Please also refer to the 
response to your Comment 06 and to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual effects 
of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well 
as the less than substantial nature of project effects anticipated as 
the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor. 

Businesses that would not be acquired as a result of project 
implementation are anticipated to have a potential overall beneficial 
impact from the project.  This benefit would be a result of improved 
accessibility associated with reduced levels of congestion. 

The I-5 improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of this multimodal system, 
as described in the response to your Comment 02.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes, combined with other project-specific 
and regional efforts, would limit the number of additional cars 

09



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-503

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

09
cont.

that would travel I-5 as a result of project improvements.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding project 
accommodation of planned regional growth, as well as Topical 
Response “Project Lifespan,” which addresses why review of, 
and improvements to, transportation facilities require an ongoing 
process.
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944
Judith E Jones 
11/19/2010 12:12 PM 
Subject: Questions about I-5 

Dear Sirs/Madams:
Even though I am not a San Diego County resident, I do frequently travel to San Diego and 
have several questions.  I have been involved in San Diego County political activities, so have 
some interest in San Diego County issues, particularly in Oceanside,  

1. What would be the resulting impact on the Camp Pendleton, and then Orange County 
(particularly San Clemente) traffic?    How has this plan been coordinated with OC I-5 plans? 
How about the impact of the 241 Tollroad extension, which I see also as a possibility in the 
2030's    scenarios?  Also, in addition to road plans, what about rail transportation changes 
along the coast, particularly extending beyond San Diego County north?    How do you 
coordinate your plans with the transportation entities beyond your control?  

2. Since the Cavalier Mobile Home Park would have some impact from the widening near 
Oceanside Blvd, I have several related questions: 

a. Since I-5 property now appears to be within 10-20 feet of the street in that park, how 
close to the existing homes would the construction be? 
b. Is there any consideration of buying the mobile home units from the owners? Under 
what conditions -- e.g. if new ramps or under structure is within a certain number of feet? 
If noise level increases a certain amount, etc.?? 
 c. Does "moving" expense in the relocation support include moving a mobile home 
coach? 
 d. Even if the streets and homes are not impacted in the end, what will be provided to 
the residents during the construction? Obviously, construction vehicles, lots of dust, 
noise, etc. will be there for a significant period of time.  

3. Given the long time period of this project, the assumptions made could significantly impact 
the need for this construction. So, what would be the difference if any of the following should 
occur? 

 a. The price of gas goes to $10/gallon? 
 b. High speed rail connects to San Diego, either further inland or on the coast? 
 c. Light rail transportation increases in this region? 
 d. Airport relocations occur?

Thank you for this opportunity to ask questions.  
I look forward to the answers.  

Judy Jones  
San Clemente, CA  

02

01

03

01 Thank you for your interest in the project.  Project-related impacts 
on Camp Pendleton access would be expected to be positive, as 
the project would improve opportunities for military and civilian 
personnel from Camp Pendleton to access the base via this section 
of I-5.  The traffic volumes leaving San Diego County and traveling 
through Camp Pendleton would not be changed substantially by 
the proposed project.  Although traffic volumes within the corridor 
would increase slightly over the No Build alternative, this increase 
is due to the increased attractiveness of I-5 for local trips as a 
result of reduced congestion.  However, the increase from local 
trips using I-5 would not affect traffic volumes through Camp 
Pendleton due to the general lack of local trips generated by land 
use along this stretch of I-5.  Specifically regarding the Foothill 
toll road that was proposed through the San Onofre area and 
that was denied by the California Coastal Commission, the traffic 
flow improvements achieved by the I-5 NCC Project would have 
no bearing on the need or benefits associated with this toll road 
extension.

With regard to other adjacent or connecting roadway plans, 
the freeway system in southern California is interrelated, and 
many of its segments will require improvement in order to meet 
future transportation demands.  The I-5 NCC Project ends 
approximately 0.75 mile north of Harbor Drive.  From there, the 
nearest interchanges are approximately 8 miles to the north at Las 
Pulgas Road, and 16 miles to the north at Basilone Road near the 
Orange County line. Between Harbor Drive and Basilone Road, 
I-5 traverses areas along the coastline to the west and within the 
San Onofre Mountain Range (within Camp Pendleton) to the east.  
San Clemente, the nearest population center north of the project 
corridor, is approximately 18 miles north of Harbor Drive.  Given 
this distance and the absence of major interchanges on the noted 

Responses to Judith E. Jones
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segment of I-5, it is anticipated that traffic impacts in San Clemente 
from project implementation would be minimal.  In addition, 
coordination of the I-5 NCC Project with any other projects along 
I-5 in Orange County may not be required at this time, given the 
scope and location of the project.  It should also be noted that the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is proposing 
to extend the I-5 NCC Project 8+4 freeway lane configuration 
from north of the City of Oceanside to Orange County (refer to 
Table A.1 and Figure A.2 of Appendix A in the 2050 SANDAG 
Regional Transportation Plan, available at: http://www.sandag.
org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050rtpA.pdf).

Considerable coordination on the I-5 NCC Project has occurred 
with both public resource and regulatory agencies since 2001.  
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans have 
worked closely with representatives of various federal, State, 
regional and local agencies to address their concerns.  These 
agencies were formally or informally contacted and consulted 
throughout the project development and environmental review 
process.

Please direct your inquiries regarding the California State 
Route 241 Extension Project in Orange County to the Foothill/
Eastern Transportation Corridor Agency (TCA), Orange County 
Transportation Authority (OCTA), Riverside County Transportation 
Department (RCTD), and/or Caltrans District 12.  I-5 freeway 
projects in Orange County are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans 
District 12.  One of more of the noted agencies, as well as other 
interested parties, routinely work with Caltrans on projects in the 
vicinity of the San Diego-Orange County line, depending on the 
project scope and associated potential impacts.

You are encouraged to visit the following associated websites for 
more information: (1) https://www.thetollroads.com/ (TCA); (2) 
http://www.octa.net/ (OCTA); (3) http://www.rctlma.org/default.
aspx (RCTD); and (4) http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist12/ (Caltrans).
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02 Thank you for your comments regarding project effects on the 
Cavalier Mobile Home Estates, which are part of the public 
record.  As shown in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 59 and
60, proposed freeway improvements adjacent to the Cavalier 
Mobile Home Estates include proposed soundwall S849 and other 
features, such as a proposed retaining wall, some contour grading, 
and a bioswale.  None of these project features would displace 
any mobile homes, the clubhouse, or the pool within Cavalier 
Mobile Home Estates.  Construction of these project features 
would occur within the freeway right-of-way and so the distance 
between construction activities and existing mobile homes would 
not be less than the existing distance between the edge of the 
right-of-way and the homes closest to the freeway.  The precise 
distance would depend upon the alternative selected and final 
project design.

Regarding property acquisition, no homes within the Cavalier 
Mobile Home Estates would be displaced by proposed 
improvements under any of the project build alternatives.  A severe 
noise impact is considered to occur when predicted exterior noise 
levels equal or exceed 75 decibels (dBA) or are 30 dB or more 
above existing noise levels.  As shown in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.39,
none of the noise receptors representing mobile homes within the 
Cavalier Mobile Homes estates (R19.20 through R19.24) would be 
exposed to these traffic noise levels.  Based on the analysis in EIR/
EIS Section 3.15, Noise, and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations), a soundwall (S849) was 
evaluated in this area.  As shown in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheets 59 and 60, and described in Section 3.15, Noise, in the 
EIR/EIS, this soundwall would be located along the edge of the 
existing freeway right-of-way with a total length of 1,289 feet 
and heights of 12 and 14 feet.  The soundwall would provide a 
“feasible” reduction in highway traffic noise for 20 mobile homes 
and the clubhouse within Cavalier Mobile Home Estates, which 
are represented by noise receptors R19.20 through R19.24 (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 59 and 60).  Construction 
of soundwall S849 is preliminarily recommended.
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With respect to moving expenses, as previously stated, no mobile 
homes would be displaced by proposed improvements under any 
of the project build alternatives.  Therefore, provision of relocation 
services, such as moving mobile homes, would not be necessary 
for residents of the mobile home community.

In regard to potential construction impacts, EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, states that sensitive noise receptors close to I-5 may 
be exposed to high noise levels during the construction period.  
This increase would be temporary and limited to the immediate 
area surrounding construction and utility relocation activities.  
Section 3.15.4 contains a number of measures that would be 
employed to minimize construction noise impacts, including 
equipment noise control, implementing a construction noise-
monitoring program, and planning noisier operations during times 
least sensitive to noise receptors.  A number of measures are 
also identified in the EIR/EIS to control construction-related dust 
generation within the project limits, with additional information 
provided in Section 3.14.4 and Topical Response “Air Pollutants.”

03 Traffic volumes on I-5 have historically increased despite continued 
increases in gasoline prices.  The San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) indicates that the increased demand will occur due 
to regional population growth, increased goods movement, 
increased economic growth, and greater recreational and tourist 
activity.  As such, without improvements to I-5, traffic conditions 
and the effective movement of people and goods will continue to 
deteriorate.  Please refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.3, Need for the 
Project, and Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
discussion of the need for the project.

The proposed project is intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases in the North Coast Corridor through 2050.  The high-speed 
rail and I-5 projects do not precisely intersect, as the northern-most 
San Diego County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by 
downtown San Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed by 
this rail line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-
range travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount 
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of the peak hour commuters from I-5, and therefore would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast Corridor.  Additionally, according to the California 
High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 2012 Business Plan, the 
high-speed rail segment from San Francisco to Los Angeles/
Anaheim is not anticipated to be complete until 2029, with the 
segment from Los Angeles to San Diego following later.  Thus, any 
potential traffic benefits associated with high-speed rail would not 
occur until well into the future.  The proposed I-5 improvements 
are considered necessary to address existing congestion, as well 
as that projected to occur in the future.  Employing a planning 
horizon through 2050 for the I-5 NCC Project allows the region 
to work toward complex solutions, such as high-speed rail, that 
take an extended period to implement while maintaining the flow 
of regional traffic in the interim.  

With respect to the potential for light rail expansion and airport 
relocations, the regional transportation network that is anticipated 
over the next 40 years is identified in the 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  The RTP outlines projects for 
highways, local streets, rail and bus services, airports, and bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  Expansion of light rail north of La Jolla is 
not planned in the 2050 RTP, and therefore is not anticipated to be 
implemented during the project planning time frame.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of 
alternatives evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including light rail and 
monorail.  The project is, however, intended to provide a facility 
that is compatible with future bus rapid transit and other modal 
options; therefore, expansion of light rail would not be expected to 
result in the need to modify project plans.

Similarly, there are no plans in the 2050 RTP to relocate any of 
the current airports in San Diego.  If such a relocation did occur, it 
would be unlikely to substantially affect traffic in the North Coast 
Corridor, as traffic to the airport represents a relatively small 
proportion of the traffic on I-5, particularly during peak hour.  
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993
Lee Juskalian
11/09/2010 02:12 PM 
Subject: in favor

Of the most new lanes w/the fewest hov, and no barrier/dividers, in the soonest possible date. 
Please begin at manchester and go north FIRST, as it was supposed to begin construction 
2009!

sincerely,  
lee juskalian 
cardiff, 92007  

01
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Your preference for the largest build alternative with the fewest 
HOV/Managed Lanes and without barriers (which would be the 
10+4 Buffer alternative) is noted.  Please note that following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.

Consistent with your request, project phasing currently anticipates 
construction of two HOV/Managed Lanes (one in each direction) 
from Manchester Avenue north to State Route 78 (as well as the 
Manchester Direct Access Ramp) as part of the first phase of 
construction.

Response to Lee Juakalian
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Dave Kaplan
11/20/2010 11:57 AM  
Subject: I oppose the plan to widen I-5  

Dear Sirs,
Please do not widen I-5.  We are opposed to this plan.  
Thank you, 

Dave Kaplan  

01 01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Response to Dave Kaplan
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Miles Katayama  
10/02/2010 04:12 PM  
Subject: I-5 Expansion

As a commuter on the I-5 and a resident of North County, I am opposed to the proposed major 
expansion of this freeway.  I would rather see our resources go toward improving on a mass 
transit system.   

Miles Katayama  
Oceanside

01 01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
on issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

Response to Miles Katayama
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Shannon Kearns      
08/27/2010 01:32 PM  
Subject: Question: 

I think this project is one of the most short-sighted,  
environmentally destructive projects one could think of....  01

01 Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Regarding the project being short-sighted, please note that 
I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050.  The long-term solution 
to facilitating the movement of people and goods through the 
corridor will depend not only on improvements to I-5 through the 
North Coast Corridor, but also on improvements to other forms 
of transportation in the corridor.  Improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through the planning 
design year of 2050 as part of a multimodal system and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes 
in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  In 
fact, the I-5 NCC Project is just a part of the larger transportation 
upgrade that the San Diego Association of Governments is 
developing for the corridor, including significant expansion to the 
adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo heavy rail line, 
new Bus Rapid Transit lines, and improvements to bicycle and 
pedestrian access, as well as upgrades to the existing highway 
system.  These transit projects, when combined with the I-5 NCC 
Project, will provide a balanced transportation system for people 
to travel within and through the North Coast Corridor.  See Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for more discussion of the planning efforts for alternative 
forms of transportation to relieve traffic congestion in the corridor.

Based on the results of the analysis contained in the EIR/EIS, 
the proposed project would result in a number of environmental 
impacts, including impacts related to lagoons, traffic noise, visual 
quality, community character, cultural resources, and water quality.  
Caltrans has, therefore, worked closely with local communities 
and technical specialists to design the improvements in a manner 
that reduces those impacts.  Where design measures were unable 
to sufficiently reduce environmental impacts, mitigation measures 
were developed and included in the EIR/EIS to avoid and/or further 
reduce environmental impacts.

Response to Shannon Kearns
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Keating House Inn San Diego  
08/22/2010 02:24 PM  
Subject Public comment on proposed I-5 widening

To whom it may concern,
I have reviewed the various proposals for the widening of Hwy-5 in north San Diego County.  
My first thoughts after reviewing the proposals are:  

Anytime a road is widened, the concept of induced demand comes into play, and the extra 
capacity is quickly absorbed by more motor vehicle traffic. More motor vehicle traffic means 
more vehicle miles travelled (VMT) and more VMT means greater carbon emissions which 
violate the spirit and letter of AB 375. One could understand if this proposal originated in 1965, 
but we are living in a much changed world in the second decade of the 21st century. Have the 
engineers at Caltrans learned nothing over the last fifty-years?  

The money proposed to be spent on this outdated concept could be spent on creating a first 
class rail line out of the existing coastal rail line. The line could be double tracked, tunnels 
completed under Del Mar and University City (removing one-half hour travel time) and new and 
enhanced bus connections to the line, similar to the University City Super Loop,  could be added 
at each station to resolve the issue of the "last mile conunundrum" (i.e. How do we get the 
commuter from the trunk line to his or her ultimate destination in a timely fashion.).  

Do not repeat the I-15 mistake. The I-15 corridor is a prime example where a rail line connecting 
the City of San Diego with the North County complemented by connecting bus routes would 
have been infinitely more environmentally friendly and would have enabled us as a region to 
better withstand future oil price and supply shocks. Do not delude yourselves, the oil shocks are 
coming. It is the government's job to plan our region in a manner that will allow us to weather 
the coming economic blows. These I-5 expansion proposals do not begin to do the job.   

I also believe the huge bridges over the environmentally sensitive coastal lagoons will create 
vast roofed areas which will become homeless encampments. I refer you to the San Diego 
River where such encampments already exist. In addition, the great efforts that have been 
made to enhance the lagoons and the coastal environment in general will be severely 
compromised by this football field slab of concrete that will run for miles up our beautiful coastal 
zone.  

The destruction of our sense of place will be complete. I urge everyone involved in this project 
to view the nearly completed monstrosity known as theHwy-15 corridor to gain an appreciation 
for the future appearance of Hwy-5.  

The importance of sense of place cannot be overestimated in its power to attract talent and 
resources to a region. Do you suppose UCSD and the surrounding high tech agglomeration 
appeared by default? They appeared because the region is beautiful and because the local 
leadership used that beauty to lure the talent and money that has made our region a top 
research center.  

Even if one of these unfortunate proposals comes to fruition, travel times will not improve, which 
begs the question: "Then why are these proposals on the table?" I own a vehicle, but I never 
take it to Los Angeles because the traffic is heavy and I prefer to use my time to read and enjoy 
the journey so I am not exhausted when I get there. Make the railway more efficient and first 

03

01

04

05

06

02

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

The potential for induced demand has been included in the project 
analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the 
projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated 
to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association 
with the proposed project, as a result of a number of regional and 
project strategies/improvements designed to reduce the growth in 
the number of VMT and to encourage options to the use of single-
occupant vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated, 
including latent, traffic.  

With respect to carbon emissions and conformance with “AB 375” 
(which is assumed to refer to California Senate Bill [CA SB] 375), 
these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change.
Specifically, this section provides an analysis of project greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential 
impacts from the project build alternatives.  As described therein, the 
project build alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions, for example, in the San Diego region by 
hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative.  
These reductions would be the result of the decreased congestion 
and improved travel times along the corridor, as outlined in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Facilities.  The San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the 
I-5 project along with other multimodal solutions and forecasts a 
countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 
as required by California Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32 and CA SB 
375.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” for 
additional information on global warming and climate change issues.

Responses to Keating House Inn San Diego
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The proposed project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system, allowing the region to work toward complex solutions, 
such as changes in land use patterns and extensive mass transit 
systems, which take extended time to implement.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives 
studied for the North Coast Corridor.  Topical Response Project 
Lifespan” explains why transportation improvements are an 
ongoing process.

02 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Additionally, the proposed project is intended to be compatible 
with any mass transit options being considered by SANDAG and 
North County Transit District (NCTD).  However, because Caltrans 
is only responsible for the highway improvements associated with 
the multimodal improvement effort for the North Coast Corridor, 
comments regarding bus routes would be better addressed to 
SANDAG and NCTD.

03 Each freeway is subject to specific constraints and opportunities 
based on its location, average daily traffic and levels of service 
during peak hour travel demand periods.  While the evaluation of 
the full benefit of the I-15 multimodal improvements has not been 
completed, please note that HOV/Managed Lanes have been  
proven to be successful in minimizing through-lane congestion.  
The program proposed for this segment of I-5 is expected to 
alleviate existing and future conditions, as projected.
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 02, above, as 
well as Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding 
alternatives considered for the North Coast Corridor.  With regard 
to dependence on oil, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, 
Energy, the proposed project is anticipated to result in a decrease 
in operational energy consumption by relieving congestion and 
reducing out-of-way travel.

04 The bridges over the lagoons are existing facilities that are proposed 
to be widened to accommodate additional lanes associated with 
the proposed project, in addition to being lengthened to improve 
their tidal circulation and associated ecological functions.  The 
increase in width is not expected to have a substantial effect on the 
incidence of homeless people under the bridges.  Moreover, the 
issue of illegal encampments is beyond the purview of Caltrans; 
your concerns would be better directed to the cities that have 
jurisdiction over law enforcement within the North Coast Corridor.

Impacts to lagoons and the coastal environment are addressed 
under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, including Sections 3.17, 
Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species.  Based on 
these analyses, project-related impacts to biological resources 
in the identified coastal lagoons and related waterways would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been incorporated into the project design, and an 
extensive mitigation package has been developed in concert 
with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 

03
cont.
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EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including hydrologic/hydraulic studies and Caltrans 
interaction with lagoon scientists, to determine the appropriate 
bridge lengths and channel dimensions that would reduce the level 
to which levees or other man-made features restrict tidal flushing 
(water movement and exchange).  These studies were used to 
determine the appropriate I-5 bridge lengths to meet the project 
objectives and maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record 
for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for additional information on potential project-related 
impacts to coastal lagoons.

05 With respect to “sense of place” or community character, as 
discussed in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, the proposed 
project is not anticipated to impact community character or 
cohesion.  Overall the project is anticipated to improve existing 
community character by incorporating various design features and 
by improving connectivity between communities east and west of 
I-5 that were originally divided when the freeway was built.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.  This Topical Response also 
provides information regarding potentially substantial visual effects 
of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well 
as the less than substantial nature of project effects anticipated as 
the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor. 
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class, and use existing lanes on the Hwy-5 for a combined carpool (three or more people per 
vehicle to qualify as a car pool) and bus lane, and you will end up with a much more efficient 
and environmentally friendly solution that doesn't rip the soul out of our beautiful county.  

I voted for Transnet II reluctantly because I felt that not enough money was being devoted to 
creating a world class, public transport system that would make my city competitive with other 
top tier metropolitan areas around the globe; our competitors in the 21st century. I decided to 
support the initiative because of the language contained therein to allow a shifting of monies 
amongst the various transport categories should conditions change. With all the trauma our 
economic system has suffered these past few years, much of it induced by energy supply and 
cost problems, I am dumbfounded that we are continuing to act like it is 1965. We are fiddling 
while Rome burns. I can only conclude that Caltrans is living in an ivory tower. It is a tower that 
needs a good shaking.  

Please, shelve these anachronistic freeway widening proposals and use the money to create a 
world class public transport system for San Diego.  

Douglas Scott 

06
cont.

07

06 As described in Section 3.6.3.1 of the Traffic and Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities section of the EIR/EIS, the 
proposed project is forecast to reduce travel times relative to the 
No Build alternative.  The 8+4 Buffer alternative is anticipated to 
reduce afternoon travel times by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 
11 to 18 minutes southbound, relative to the No Build alternative in 
2030 conditions.  Please refer to the response to your Comment 02,
above, with regard to mass transit, including rail.  Converting lanes 
of an existing free highway to a carpool and bus facility would 
not provide the additional capacity needed to convey anticipated 
traffic volumes.  Please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred 
Alternative consists of the addition of two HOV/Managed Lanes in 
each direction, with no new general purpose lanes.  Consistent with 
your comment, the SANDAG RTP assumes that HOV/Managed 
Lanes will require three or more passengers for cars to qualify as 
carpooling by 2035.

07 As noted in the response to your Comment 02, the proposed project 
is just one element of multi-agency, multimodal improvements 
being planned for the North Coast Corridor.  Decisions regarding 
allocation of funds between the various modes of transportation 
are made by SANDAG.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Multimodal System” regarding the regional transportation planning 
and funding allocation process.
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941
Merri Lopez-Keifer 
11/19/2010 04:40 PM  
Subject: Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project - Extension Request  for DEIR 
Comment Period 

Dear Ms. Harrison,  
My name is Merri Lopez-Keifer and I am the Tribal Counsel for the San Luis Rey Band of 
Mission Indians. It is the Tribe's intent to provide comments in regards to the Interstate 5 North 
Coast Corridor Project; however, due to receiving a substantial quantity of Cultural Resource 
Surveys and related reports within the last two days from CALTRANS, we may be unable to 
meet Monday's deadline of November 22, 2010. We therefore are respectfully requesting a 
deadline extension to be granted to us so that we may submit our comments regarding the 
Cultural Resources portion of the DEIR and have them incorporated into the official public 
record for this Project.  
I look forward to receiving your response.  

Sincerely,
Merri Lopez-Keifer
Tribal Counsel San Luis Rey Band of Luiseno Mission Indians  
(925) 457-3395
lopezkeifer@gmail.com  

The information in this e-mail message is intended for the confidential use of the addressees 
only. The information is subject to attorney-client privilege and/or may be attorney work product. 
Recipients should not file copies of this e-mail with publicly accessible records. If you are not an 
addressee or an authorized agent responsible for delivering this e-mail to a designated 
addressee, you have received this e-mail in error, and any further review, dissemination, 
distribution, copying or forwarding of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you received this e-mail 
in error, please notify us immediately at (925) 457-3395. Thank you.  

01

01 Caltrans received the Tribe’s letter dated November 22, 2010, 
which is included in the public record.  Responses to the letter are 
provided in this EIR/EIS.

Response to Merri Lopez-Keifer



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-519

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

1004
Kathleen Kennedy   
11/03/2010 11:23 AM 
Subject: north coast highway expansion 

To whom it may concern:
I have own a property at 4085#4 Harrison Street that borders interstate highway 5 since 1994.  
This area is very beautiful and I was so excited about my new home and the amazing view of 
the lagoon, that I did not realize the noise that came from interstate 5.  I could not sleep the first 
night and learned to deal with the noise.   

The traffic and the noise has gotten progressively worst.  I cannot even hear my doorbell or 
knocks on the door.  In 2007 I invested over $10,000.00 in quarter inch dual pane windows to 
reduce the noise.  I never open my windows when I am home because it is so noisy.   

I live to the east of the five just south of the Tamarack Exit.  What are the plans for noise 
reduction?

Best wishes,  
Kathleen Kennedy

01

01 Thank you for your comment regarding potential noise concerns 
in the area west of I-5 and south of Tamarack Avenue in the City 
of Carlsbad, which is part of the public record.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels 
(dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1
of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations, including S801 in the subject 
area (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 52).  This soundwall 
was determined to be both “reasonable and feasible” under the 
noted guidelines and has been preliminarily recommended for 
construction (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.33 and 3.15.34).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Response to Kathleen Kennedy
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831
Richard Kennedy  
10/07/2010 03:25 PM  
Subject I- 5 

Dear Sirs;
I believe that the no build alternative is the best way t serve the needs of San Diego.  

Please count my vote thus.  
Richard L. Kennedy

01
01 Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Response to Richard Kennedy
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740
C. Kiewit   
08/27/2010 10:01 AM 
Subject: Comment from CKiewit of Encinitas 

This plan seems to me to be very short-sighted. Not in the best interests of a cleaner, more 
sustainable way of moving people "down the road."  High speed quiet efficient rail/bus service 
along with the existing pavement already in place is how I would vote.  Enough paving of the 
planet! Although this project doesn't impact me directly, I-5 must be improved in a smarter, more 
environmentally sensitive way. We are stuck with this major transportation corridor. Let's respect 
the residents, the plant and animal life in the lagoons, and the planet in general by creating a 
better solution.  More closet space at my house usually just means more stuff that I don't need. 
We can change our habits and live better with other means of transportation in addition to the 
one person in each car approach.  

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  I-5 improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities, and 
resulting in a decrease of traffic when compared to I-5 use without 
HOV/Managed Lanes.

As stated above, the proposed improvements are simply one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

Regarding potential project impacts to the local residents, it is 
Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that 
adjoin an existing highway system to the extent practicable.  Please 

Response to C. Kiewit
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01
cont.

refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway. 

With respect to potential project impacts to plant and animal 
life (biological resources) in coastal lagoons, these issues are 
addressed in the EIR/EIS under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  Based on these analyses, project-related 
impacts to biological resources (including those in lagoons and 
related waterways) would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated 
through appropriate measures.  It should also be noted that, since 
the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology 
and hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, 
with important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
These evaluations incorporate the results of associated technical 
analyses, including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies, and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional 
information on potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons 
and proposed mitigation for those impacts.

The potential for induced demand has been included in the project 
analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the 
projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated 
to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association 
with the proposed project, as a result of a number of regional 
and project strategies and improvements designed to reduce 
the growth in the number of VMT and to encourage options to 
the use of single-occupant vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the 
EIR/EIS).  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
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and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
for additional information regarding the project’s accommodation 
of anticipated traffic.  
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896
Mike Kilcoin  
11/21/2010 11:19 PM  
Subject: I-5 project

What if anything is this project going to do about the homes located from Del Mar Heights to 
Carmel Valley Rd on the west side ? We have tried to sell our house but are literally being held 
hostage and feel there have never been answers to our concerns. Second is the noise 
compliance being met at this time for safe levels? I have lived here for over thirty years and feel 
there is already a problem that is over the limit: adding lanes simply is not the answer and no 
matter what is promised I know it will not provide proper noise levels. I have been to several 
meetings and getting a decent answer just isn't possible from the cal trans people. They say 
one thing to prospective supporters and another to someone who may be opposed (I personally 
witnessed this at one of the meetings) 

M.D. Kilcoin
13505 Portofino Dr
Del Mar/Ca 92014  

11/12/2010 08:15 PM 
Subject: outrage 

To whom it may concern: I have lived above the I-5 freeway since 1979 and am really outraged 
that CalTtrans is now holding me hostage in my own home. We were trying to sell the house 
(not because of the proposed expansion-its  just time to move on) and have been obliged to list 
this as a condition that may occur. I have never been able to see the EIR report for the 
connector for the 56 freeway : is this available and conclusive. Now there is a five lane proposal 
that will put me on top of the road and this is just not acceptable. Do they plan to buy all the 
houses from Del Mar Heights to Carmel Valley Rd. or will this simply make the value of my 
home pretty much worthless. I would gladly allow anyone to measure the level of noise in my 
back yard at anytime : I know from living here all this time that it is already above the level set 
for pollution and they say they will somehow make this better after the completion of "TEN" 
more lanes ? COME ON -- THIS  IS B.S. AND THEY KNOW IT. When will these people learn ? 
seems like they would be happy if they pour concrete from I-5  to the beach. That would surely 
help cut the drive time down and allow them to get wet faster.  
In the mean time I'm stuck here, loosing what I thought was my retirement value SO Thanks;  
(IMPRISONED)  

Mike Kilcoin  
13505 Portofino Dr
Del Mar, Ca  

01

02

03

04

05

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

With respect to potential project-related property acquisition, it 
is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system to the extent practicable.  
As illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 12 through
15, the limits of existing right-of-way are generally anticipated to 
be retained, and no homes between Carmel Valley Road and 
Del Mar Heights Road on the west side of the freeway would be 
directly impacted by project improvements.  In the northern portion 
of this area, near the Portofino Drive and Del Mar Heights Road 
intersection, a temporary construction easement and a footing 
easement would be required for project improvements, but no 
impacts to homes would occur.

02 Regarding potential project-related noise concerns in the area 
west of I-5 and south of Del Mar Heights Road in the City of Del 
Mar (13505 Portofino Drive), this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise.  As described therein, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions approach 
a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and 
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S551 in the subject area.  While this soundwall was 
determined to be “feasible” under applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines (i.e., it would provide a minimum five dBA reduction in 
the future noise level), it was concluded not to be “reasonable” 
under these guidelines as the estimated construction cost exceeds 
the “reasonable” cost allowance for this structure (refer to EIR/EIS 
Tables 3.15.9 and 3.15.10).  Accordingly, S551 is not recommended 
for construction, although individual noise abatement would be 

Responses to Mike Kilcoin
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provided for one noise receptor (R4.11; 13131 Portofino Drive), 
as this site would exhibit a future noise level (with the project and 
no soundwall) of 75 dBA and is therefore considered “severely 
impacted.”  As shown in Table 3.15.9, the projected future noise 
level at the subject property (noise receptor R4.19) is 70 dBA, or 
two dBA above the existing noise level, with changes of three dBA 
or less generally not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  Based on the described conditions, the project would be in 
compliance with all applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements 
regarding noise levels at the subject property.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

03 Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 above, which 
describes how no impacts to homes between Carmel Valley Road 
and Del Mar Heights Road on the west side of the freeway would 
be directly impacted by project improvements.  Thus, while the 
potential for I-5 to expand should be disclosed as a condition that 
may occur because it is part of approved regional plans, the project 
is not considered a major encumbrance for purposes of selling 
the property.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Property 
Valuation” for further information.

04 The draft environmental document for the I-5 / State Route 56 
(SR-56) Direct Connectors Project was not out for public circulation 
when the Draft EIR/EIS for the I-5 North Coast Corridor Project 
was published.  That document was circulated between May and 
July 2012, however, with a final document anticipated for release 
in late 2013.  The current document is available for public review 
at www.keepsandiegomoving.com.

05 In regard to potential property acquisition, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 01 above.  Substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated from the project’s 
implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting residential 
property value.

With respect to existing and future noise levels at the subject 
property, please refer to the response to your Comment 02 above.
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949
Ora Lee Klemme  
11/18/2010 06:49 PM  
Subject: benefit to Oceanside?

I fail to understand how the I-5 Corridor improvements will benefit Oceanside.  Please outline 
the benefits for Oceanside. Are there negative effects on Oceanside as well?   What are they?  

Thank you,
Ora Lee Klemme  
Nevada St.  
Oceanside

01 01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The potential impacts and benefits of the project are described in 
detail in EIR/EIS Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures.  This response provides a summary of some of the key 
potential impacts and benefits.  The investment in the I-5 NCC 
Project would result in a number of benefits related to conditions 
experienced by motorists within the project corridor (including 
Oceanside), as well as the regional population.  Anticipated 
reductions in travel time during peak hours and the duration of 
congestion would be two of the predominant benefits of the project.  
As detailed in Table 3.6.3, Total Delay, Congested Hours, and 
Travel Time Per Day, of the EIR/EIS, the project is anticipated to 
reduce afternoon travel times by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 
11 to 18 minutes southbound, relative to the No Build alternative in 
2030 conditions.  The proposed project would reduce the duration 
of congestion within the corridor by up to five hours.  Reduced 
congestion and travel times would also translate into reductions in 
criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions over that which 
would occur with the No Build alternative.

As described in Topical Response “Lagoon Effects,” the project 
would lengthen the bridges over the San Elijo Lagoon to improve 
tidal circulation and would participate in a Transportation Regional 
Enhancement Program, which includes habitat preservation, 
restoration, and/or acquisition.  In addition, EIR/EIS Section 2.3, 
I-5 North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects,
contains a series of potential community enhancement projects 
identified through coordination with the City of Oceanside, 
including (1) Pocket Park and Pedestrian Path at California 
Street; (2) Oceanside Boulevard Streetscape Enhancement; 
(3) Division Street Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements; (4) Mission 
Avenue Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements; (5) Bush Street 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements and Community Gardens; 
(6) Community Open Space Park and Gardens; (7) SR-76 

Response to Ora Lee Klemme
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Underpass New Parking and Trailhead; (8) Pedestrian Underpass 
Improvements north of San Luis Rey River; (9) Harbor Drive/Camp 
Pendleton Pedestrian and Bicycle Enhancements; and (10) I-5
North Coast Bike Trail in the City of Oceanside.

Impacts described throughout the corridor, such as water pollution, 
visual impacts, and noise increases, also would be applicable to 
Oceanside, with such impacts avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated 
to the extent practicable through project design features and 
mitigation measures.  Specific to Oceanside, the build alternatives 
would result in the relocation of up to 44 residential units and three 
businesses; however, Caltrans is continuing to refine the project 
design in an attempt to minimize these potential relocations.
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892
Jason Knapp 
11/22/2010 07:55  
Subject:  Oppose I-5 expansion

Hi, I live in Solana Beach. I would like to go on record opposing the I-5 expansion for the 
following reasons:  
1. Expanding a freeway in a sensitive and beautiful coastal area permanently destroys our 
states nature and beauty  

2. The expanded freeway will contribute to noise and air pollution  

3. Current mass transit (Surfliner in particular) is overcrowded and has inadequate routes. 
Funds should be spent on this option with much lower environmental impact.  

4. Expanding this freeway will simply result in an increase in driving, leading to gridlock again 
and increasing pollution and noise.  

Please reconsider this plan and reallocating funds to mass transit. -Jason  

Jason Knapp  
1253 Santa Luisa Drive,
Solana Beach, CA 92075
o/c/h: 858-720-1371,  
efax: 518-723-1370

03

01

04

02

05

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

02 Regarding potential impacts to sensitive coastal areas, these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff, as well as under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through
3.22, Invasive Species.  As described in Section 3.10, potential 
impacts related to water quality pollution (including those in 
coastal areas) are evaluated in association with the identified 
build alternatives and the No Build alternative. This analysis 
also identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases:  maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, as appropriate).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

Based on the analyses in EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 through 3.22,
project-related impacts to biological resources in coastal areas 
(including lagoons and related waterways) would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures.  
Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have 

Responses to Jason Knapp
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been incorporated into the project design, and an extensive 
mitigation package has been developed in concert with the 
wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public Works 
Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies, and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists.  Please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list 
of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” 
for additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons.

With respect to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of each 
build alternative would be high.  There would be some loss of views 
to scenic resources and there are modifications to current views of 
the highway right-of-way.  Please note that view impacts from the 
project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided 
or minimized as a matter of project design.  These resources are 
typically most visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon 
and river bridges, and these views would be maintained, including 
Los Peñasquitos Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some 
soundwalls or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended 
in part because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls 
would be recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views 
to the west, there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that 
views would not be obstructed.  Views along the project corridor 
would continue to be a mix of open vistas, including views of the 
ocean and lagoons, and views that are blocked by development or 
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changed due to implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, 
these views would be similar to the existing view conditions. Section
3.7 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of measures to address 
potential visual concerns associated with walls.  Specifically, as 
depicted on Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122, this may 
include efforts such as the use of landscaping, articulated facades, 
and/or earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor.

03 Regarding potential project-related noise and air pollution (air 
quality) concerns, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections
3.15, Noise, and 3.14, Air Quality.  For noise, while project-related 
noise level increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions. Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 
67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines. Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 
through 67, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement 
facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

For air quality related pollution, and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
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air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on project-related air quality 
considerations.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Specifically regarding the Pacific Surfliner and other rail options, 
the proposed project is intended to be compatible with any mass 
transit options being considered by the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) and North County Transit District 
(NCTD).  Because Caltrans is only responsible for the highway 
improvements associated with the multimodal improvement 
effort for the North Coast Corridor, these comments would be 
better addressed to SANDAG, NCTD, and/or Amtrak, which have 
jurisdiction over train routes and schedules.

05 Projected growth and the size of improvements needed to 
accommodate anticipated regional growth and associated 
transportation demand have been considered.  The proposed 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of the multimodal system 
(described above) and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions, such as changes in land use patterns, which take 
extended time to implement.  The potential for induced demand 
has been included in the project’s analysis and is addressed in 
the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
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four percent) in association with the proposed project, as a result 
of a number of regional and project strategies and improvements 
designed to reduce the growth in the number of VMT and to 
encourage options to the use of single-occupant vehicles (refer 
to Section 2.2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic, as well as 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding limited lifespan of 
transportation improvements.

Regarding potential project-related pollution (air quality) and noise 
concerns, please refer to the response to your Comment 03 above.
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838
Thomas A & Margaret L. Knothe  
10/04/2010 09:10 PM  
Subject:  CalTrans report comment

We are opposed to the widening of I-5 from La Jolla to Camp Pendleton as it would disturb all of 
the Lagoons along the way, "take" some homes and businesses, create more pollution and 
more urban sprawl.

Every time a new freeway is built or an existing one widened, it attracts more traffic and 
encourages more urban sprawl. The new freeway is a blessing for commuters for about one 
year, then traffic builds up, and in two or three years its back to gridlock again.  

For alternatives, why not build some mass transportation that will get people from their homes to 
where they want to go. Many people think this would be desirable, but no one is willing to built it. 
Build it and they will come!!  

Sincerely,
Thomas A Knothe Margaret L. Knothe
13724 Sagewwod Drive 
Poway, CA 
(858) 487-6623

01

03

02

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding potential impacts to lagoons, these issues are addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,
as well as under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3,
Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, including 
Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive
Species. As described in Section 3.10, potential impacts related 
to water quality pollution, including those in coastal lagoons, are 
evaluated in association with the identified build alternatives and 
the No Build alternative. This analysis also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide 
Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, 
the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following 
project elements and phases:  maintenance, design pollution 
prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved 
preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, 
along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs 
constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP 
Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1
through 67, as appropriate).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that 
BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to address impacts 
during the planning and design, construction, and operational 
phases.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

Based on the analyses in EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 through 3.22,
project-related impacts to lagoons and related waterways would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization 

Responses to Thomas A. and Margaret L. Knothe
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efforts have been incorporated into the project design, and an 
extensive mitigation package has been developed in concert 
with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies, and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists.  Please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list 
of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” 
for additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons.

With respect to property acquisitions, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid 
and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system during improvements to that highway wherever 
practicable; however, avoidance is not always possible when 
an existing facility is being improved.  The proposed project has 
been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives by taking reduced amounts of 
additional right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint.  As such, 
the number of property acquisitions and relocations resulting from 
the project would be minimized to the extent practicable through 
design efforts.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Where such impacts cannot 
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be avoided, affected properties would be subject to an appraisal to 
determine the fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just 
compensation would be made.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition” regarding specifics of property acquisition.  

Regarding potential project-related pollution (air and water quality), 
these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality,
and 3.10. For air quality related pollution, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
project-related air quality considerations. 

For water quality pollution, please refer to the related discussion of 
Section 3.10 above in this response.

With respect to your concern regarding urban sprawl, the reduction 
in congestion associated with the proposed project would not 
substantially affect the location, rate, type, or amount of growth 
in the project vicinity, due to other limits on growth, including 
land use controls within local and regional plans and policies, 
and the highly urbanized nature of the surrounding land uses.  A 
comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns can, however, take extended 
time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain 
or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as 
part of a multimodal system.  These improvements would allow the 
time necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, 
such as smart growth.
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02 The proposed project is intended to accommodate the increased 
number of vehicles resulting from regional population growth.  The 
potential for increased traffic levels to result from the proposed 
project is anticipated to be minimal as a result of a number of 
regional and project strategies and improvements designed to 
reduce the growth in the number of vehicle miles traveled and 
to encourage options to the use of single-occupant vehicles.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Regional Growth” for additional 
discussion.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” regarding the lifespan of improvements and the need for 
ongoing evaluation and improvement of transportation facilities.

03 Regarding mass transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.
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Connie Knox      
Saturday, August 28, 2010 8:09 AM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

I own a home at 516 Monterey Drive in Oceanside that is right next to the freeway I5. My 
question is which homes will be taken to accomplish the I5 corridor expansion? Thank You  01 01 Thank you for your comment regarding potential property impacts, 

which are part of the public record.  If the project is approved, the 
number of property acquisitions would be based on final project 
design as well as which alternative is selected by decision makers.  
As illustrated on EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 65, and based on 
review of Google Maps, it currently is not anticipated that your 
property at 516 Monterey Drive would be subject to acquisition 
for project improvements.  For more information regarding 
property acquisition, please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition.”

Response to Connie Knox
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Dorothy H. Knox   
11/12/2010 02:25 PM 
Subject: Comments of I-5 Widening Project

This is written in response to the Draft EIR for the North Coast Corridor.   Having read much of 
the DEIR online, attended a Caltrans information meeting, followed this project for years and 
attended numerous committee meetings, my first preference is for the No Build option.  Second 
choice would be the additional four lanes with buffers, not barriers separating the HOV from 
general lanes, and mass transit down the middle lanes.  My third choice would be the additional 
four lanes with buffers, not barriers separating the HOV from general lanes.  The best selection 
is one that does not take any dwelling units.  

In regard to the possible community enhancement for a pedestrian bridge acrossI-5 just north of 
Del Mar Heights Road, I am definitely opposed.  Why would you spend money on a pedestrian 
bridge that does not bring students to the Del Mar Hills Academy, since the eastern side of I-5 is 
in another school district?  Why spend money on a pedestrian bridge to “connect trails,” when 
the Crest Canyon Trail is about five blocks west of the proposed bridge and there is no existing 
trail east of I-5 in that area?  

Why take additional land, some of it private property, and spend more money in order to build 
bridges for HOV automobile access to lanes in the center ofI-5? Why not build mass transit 
along I-5 with only a pedestrian bridge to get people from transit centers along I-5 to the center 
for access for a trolley or other mass transit? 
Why build more lanes with view blocking sound walls that block vistas such as lagoons, Torrey 
Pines State Park and the Pacific Ocean, which make North San Diego County so spectacular?  
Why build more lanes that will result in damage to protected lagoons, wild life corridors, water 
quality and will increase air and noise pollution?  

Why add more lanes to I-5 that will induce further growth, more people, more cars, more water 
use, etc., etc., when the traffic level will soon attain Level D or F again? 
Why not spend the money on mass transit down I-5, which will generate income, generate jobs 
constructing the transit, will reduce air pollution from cars, and will improve our quality of life in 
North San Diego County?

Thank you for considering these issues,  

Dorothy H. Knox 
dknox6@san.rr.com
13019 Longboat Way 
Del Mar, CA 92014-3831 

01

02

03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes is intended to give bus 
riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods, and the proposed direct 
access ramps (DARs) would make it easier for buses to access 
the HOV/Managed Lanes.  As described in Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives,” a number of transportation improvement 
alternatives were screened for the North Coast Corridor early in 
the planning process, including light rail and monorail within the 
freeway corridor; however, the regional planning effort determined 
that these alternatives would not be pursued at this time.  Please 
also note that, although light rail along the freeway is not currently 
proposed by the regional transportation planning agencies, the I-5
NCC Project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; 
improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.   The Preferred Alternative would acquire 
the fewest dwelling units of the alternatives analyzed.  Efforts to 
further minimize necessary right-of-way (with associated purchase 
of private property) are ongoing.

Responses to Dorothy H. Knox
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02 The trail and pedestrian overcrossing just north of the 
I-5 / Del Mar Heights Road interchange was proposed as 
a community enhancement project to connect adjacent 
neighborhoods currently divided by the freeway.  The bridge 
is proposed to include pedestrian lighting and safety fencing.  
Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the connection to/from the neighborhood to the west was refined 
so the overcrossing now connects with the north-south I-5 North 
Coast Bike Trail.

03 With respect to property acquisitions, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid 
and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system during improvements to that highway wherever 
practicable; however, avoidance is not always possible when 
an existing facility is being improved.  The proposed project has 
been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives by taking reduced amounts of 
additional right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint.  As such, 
the number of property acquisitions and relocations resulting from 
the project would be minimized to the extent practicable through 
design efforts.  

An important part of the proposed project consists of DARs that 
move HOV/Managed Lane users directly from on-ramps, which 
are often associated with park and ride lots, onto I-5 and directly 
into the HOV/Managed Lanes.  DARs provide transit vehicles, 
carpools, and toll-paying customers grade-separated access to 
the HOV/Managed Lanes without using the general purpose lanes.  
They are designed to reduce travel times and delays for those 
vehicles, as well as riders using nearby transit centers and park 
and ride lots, by redirecting trips from the freeway interchanges 
and general purpose lanes directly to the HOV/Managed Lanes.  
DARs are proposed at Voigt Drive and Manchester Avenue.  

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding mass 
transit along I-5 within the North Coast Corridor.

With regard to views of the coast while driving, as discussed in 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, the implementation 
of the proposed project could block some views due to noise 
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barriers being constructed to reduce traffic noise.  Please note, 
however, that specific to the loss of ocean views, view impacts 
from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would 
be avoided or minimized as a matter of project design.  These 
resources are typically most visible across or below the corridor’s 
large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would be 
maintained.  Some soundwalls (or sections of soundwalls) have not 
been recommended in part because of impacts to coastal views.  
Please note that the loss of an ocean view shown on Figure 3-7.78
of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112
of this Final EIR/EIS).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual 
effects of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5. 

Regarding potential project-related effects to coastal lagoons, this 
issue is addressed in the EIR/EIS under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  As described therein, project-related 
impacts to biological resources (including lagoons and related 
habitats and waterways) would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into the 
project design, and an extensive mitigation package for unavoidable 
impacts has been developed in concert with the wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and 
Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation 
would be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural 
resources that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide 
resources than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation 
approach.  It should also be noted that since the circulation of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared 
regarding potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of the six 
coastal lagoons and related waterways within the project corridor, 
with important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists, intended 
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to maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  Please also 
refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list of 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated with 
the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for 
additional information on potential project-related issues regarding 
coastal lagoons. 

With respect to wildlife corridors, Section 3.17 of the EIR/EIS 
notes that the costal lagoons, adjacent native habitats, and related 
waterways provide important linkages for wildlife movement.  This 
discussion also notes that I-5 currently acts as a wildlife barrier 
to east-west movement.  Based on the design of modified bridge 
crossings and the additional lagoon studies described above, 
however, measures have been incorporated into the proposed 
project to enhance the potential use of these areas as wildlife 
corridors.  Specifically, these include efforts such as the provision 
of dedicated (i.e., separate from pedestrian/bicycle trails) and 
wider benches on bridge abutments in applicable areas to 
accommodate wildlife movement, as well as the use of fences (or 
other barriers) and signs to discourage pedestrian/bicycle access 
in wildlife corridors and adjacent habitat areas.

EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,
evaluates potential impacts related to water quality in association 
with the identified build alternatives and the No Build alternative 
(including effects to coastal lagoons and associated waterways).
This analysis also identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and 
guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water Management 
Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies 
applicable BMPs related to the following project elements and 
phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention, construction, 
and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific 
BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and 
location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 
corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer 
to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, as appropriate).  
The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated 
and implemented to address impacts during the planning and 
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design, construction, and operational phases.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would conform to all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

Regarding project-related air quality concerns, this issue is 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described 
therein, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared to 
existing conditions.    Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on project-related air quality 
considerations.

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, while project-related noise level increases would vary by 
location, the majority of these increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. 
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by 
the average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the 
project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67,
which have been updated from the Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a
through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, as well as Section 
3.15).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

Regarding your concerns for project-related growth, the role of 
Caltrans is not to restrict or cause future growth; rather, its role is 
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to ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, reliable highway system 
that accommodates the growth anticipated by local and regional 
planning agencies.  The reduction in congestion associated with 
the proposed project would not substantially affect the location, 
rate, type, or amount of growth in the project vicinity, due to other 
limits on growth, including land use controls within local and 
regional plans and policies and the highly urbanized nature of the 
surrounding land uses.  Additionally, the project is not designed with 
excess capacity that could induce substantial unplanned growth 
during the design period.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” regarding accommodation of projected growth 
and to the response to your Comment 01 regarding mass transit 
within the corridor.  
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Noreen Kolek 
07/28/2010 04:39 PM 
Subject: CalTrans I-5 Expansion 

We live in the Saxony condominium complex in Encinitas and would like express our concern 
with the current plans for sound walls as part of the Cal Trans I-5 expansion.   Our community 
park is a dog park and the community would be better served with the proposed sound wall 
going along I-5 and behind our complex to block out the noise, rather than just the dog park. 
With the current plan the sound will get louder by 7 points in our community. It will bounce 
between the proposed walls and then straight up through our community.  It is my 
understanding that any noise above 5 warrants a sound wall, so the current plan is 
unacceptable.

Respectfully,
Ron and Noreen Kolek  
549 Sweet Pea Place
Encinitas CA 92024  

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record, regarding project-related noise concerns in the area 
east of I-5 and north of Encinitas Boulevard (549 Sweet Pea 
Place).  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA, or greater), and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S686A in the subject area 
(with S686A preliminarily recommended for construction; refer to 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 and 36, and Table 3.15.24).  The 
noise increase of “7 points” noted in this comment is assumed to 
reflect the seven dBA increase identified for noise receptor R11.27 
(402 Carmel Creeper Place) in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23.  As shown 
therein, however, the project-related noise level at R11.27 would 
be reduced to 71 dBA, or 1 dBA above the existing level, with 
construction of S686A. Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  It should also 
be noted that S686A was determined not to be “reasonable” under 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines, as the estimated construction 
cost exceeds the “reasonable” cost allowance for this structure.  
Soundwall S686A is recommended, however, as the projected 
future noise level (with the project and no soundwall) at R11.27 
site is 77 dBA, with noise receptors experiencing noise levels at 
or above 75 dBA considered “severely impacted” and requiring 
consideration of noise abatement under FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Based on the location of the subject property 
(549 Sweet Pea Place) approximately 300 feet southeast of 
R11.27 and the presence of several intervening structures, which 
provide noise shielding, associated noise levels are not expected 
to exceed the noted criteria.

Response to Noreen Kolek
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With respect to potential reflection noise from soundwalls, while 
soundwalls do have the potential to reflect a small amount of noise, 
any associated potential increase in noise levels in the subject 
area would be minor based on the following considerations: 
(1) the width of the freeway corridor would provide attenuation 
and dissemination of any reflected noise from soundwalls on the 
west side of I-5; (2) the presence of several intervening structures 
(as noted above) would provide potential shielding from freeway 
noise; and (3) the location of the subject property approximately 
500 feet east of the I-5 corridor would provide attenuation for any 
reflected noise. 

The statement in this comment that a noise level increase above 
5 dBA warrants a soundwall is incorrect.  As indicated above in 
this response, FHWA and Caltrans guidelines require a project 
to address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners, or 
if the project results in an increase of 12 dBA or more (refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15.1). The Protocol does require as part of the 
“feasibility” determination for walls considered for noise receptors 
that are not “severely impacted” that the wall would achieve a 
minimum five dB reduction in the future noise level.  Accordingly, 
based on the noise analysis outlined above for the subject area, 
proposed noise abatement would conform to applicable regulatory 
requirements.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.
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Vicki Kozak        
09/13/2010 01:33 PM  
Subject: i-5 widening 

i would prefer you not widen i-5 as i live near it off oside blvd.  however since you are 
proceeding with the project i vote for no managed lanes. make all the new lanes regular ones 
that any motorist can travel on.  i pay taxes, why should i have to pay to travel on a "freeway" 
my taxes went to build? and people are not going to car pool or get on buses so why restrict 
some lanes to only this high density travel? keep the lanes open and free to all motorists and 
work on eliminating the choke points.  

sincerely,  
vicki kozak  

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Please 
note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Several alternatives were considered 
prior to the build alternatives being selected as the most viable 
options to meet the project’s purpose and need.  During this 
process, HOV/Managed Lanes were determined to be highly 
beneficial and an important option for drivers in the I-5 corridor, 
now and in the future.  Accordingly, the proposed use of HOV/
Managed Lanes is intended to provide incentive for I-5 users to 
carpool, as well as to establish a reliable option for carpoolers 
to reach their destination in a timely manner.  Specifically, HOV/
Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in EIR/
EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional highway 
capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts 
to the environment and surrounding communities.  Within the 
project corridor, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period 
vehicles are HOVs, with this figure anticipated to increase to 
roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, while approximately 60 percent 
of vehicles within the project limits during weekend peak periods 
are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1).  Provision of these lanes is 
also anticipated to ease traffic congestion in the general purpose 
lanes for users that do not wish to carpool or pay a toll.  For 
more information on previously considered alternatives for the I-5 
corridor, please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives.”

Response to Vicki Kozak 
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Kyle Krahel      
09/15/2010 09:35 PM  
Subject: Mass Transit Addition - Rail Lines on Freeways 

An alternative should be studied that includes the construction of light rail (underground or 
aboveground) along the major freeways. That is where population and economic centers are 
already distributed. Instead of more lanes for cars, just add a rail line on the freeways.  

Kyle Krahel
570 Hidden Canyon Way, unit C  
Oceanside, CA 92054  
760-672-1960

01 01 Several alternatives were considered prior to the build alternatives 
being chosen as the most viable options to meet the project’s 
purpose and need.  For information on the alternatives previously 
considered, including light rail and monorail, please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives.”

Please also note that, although light rail along the freeway is not 
currently proposed by the regional transportation planning agencies, 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options. 

Response to Kyle Krahel
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Jill Kramer 
07/28/2010 01:55 PM  
Subject sound wall around dog park 

Hi, We absolutely need a sound wall around the dog park at Saxony Townhomes.  
Please, please don't leave us in the lurch with all the noise that would occur without one!  

Jill Kramer
618 Silver Berry Place
Encinitas

01 01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related noise concerns in the area east of I-5 and 
north of Encinitas Boulevard (618 Silver Berry Place).  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels 
(dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1
of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations, including S686A in the area 
of the noted “dog park.” That soundwall has been recommended 
for construction; refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 and
36, and Table 3.15.24.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Response to Jill Kramer
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Ursula Krane 
07/09/2010 03:08 PM 
Subject: Freeway expansion

None of the suggestions for widening I-5 make any sense. It is not a permanent 
solution.  

Eventually I-5 will get overcrowded again. The only good solution would be a light rail with good 
tracks to increase the speed of the trains.  

Mass transit is what is needed here. It is more efficient, cleaner, wiser, not fuel dependant and 
all around the better solution.  

With more and more people in the area one should aim to get cars OFF the Freeways not more 
on it.  

Car pool lanes might help a little but not enough since people usually have to go to different 
places and areas.  

Mass transit is the only way that would help as long as it is affordable for everyone. 
Since we do not have enough water and nothing is being done about that it would be good to 
STOP building until a water solution is found. Stop building would solve the Freeway problem 
also. 

Ursula Krane 
Del Mar, CA 

01

02

03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  
The proposed project is planned to accommodate existing and 
forecast traffic levels through the 2050 planning period.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the 
lifespan of improvements and the need for ongoing evaluation and 
improvement of transportation facilities.

02 Several alternatives were considered prior to the build alternatives 
being chosen as the most viable options to meet the project’s 
purpose and need.  For information on the considered alternatives, 
including light rail and monorail, please refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives.”

Please also note that, although light rail along the freeway is 
not currently proposed by the regional transportation planning 
agencies, the I-5 NCC Project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Responses to Ursula Krane
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HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in 
Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional highway capacity in 
a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  Within the project corridor, 
approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are 
HOVs, with this figure anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 
20 percent in 2030, while approximately 60 percent of vehicles 
within the project limits during weekend peak periods are HOVs 
(refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).

03 With regard to water supply, the project is not designed to encourage 
or foster regional growth.  The role of Caltrans is not to restrict or 
cause future growth; rather, its role is to ensure the provision of 
a safe, efficient, reliable highway system that accommodates the 
growth anticipated by the local and regional planning agencies.  
The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) works 
closely with the San Diego County Water Authority during the 
preparation of the growth forecasts, which the Water Authority 
then incorporates into its Urban Water Management Plans.  As 
a highway-focused agency, Caltrans is not a land use planning 
agency and does not have jurisdiction over local building.
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David Krysl1 
1/13/2010 12:14 AM 
Subject: I5 expansion comments

I am against the project because in 2010, I think we can do better. If we expand the I5, it will fill 
up soon enough. Moscow has some of the widest streets but it is almost at a standstill. Size will 
not solve this problem. It is time to find a permanent fix. We can, with a fraction of a minimum of 
$3 billion for the cheapest expansion option, build a world class transit system around San 
Diego. We need to stop fueling the car culture, paving nature, making neighborhoods unsafe for 
kids, and losing productivity. We do not need to block scenic views, use imminent domain, or 
add more cars on the road. Many neighborhoods, such as University City, are already 
dominated by the auto. It is hard to walk in the neighborhood and ride a bike, etc, because it's 
almost as if the livability was sacrificed during its construction. To build this would amplify those 
effects. Let's make the decision for smart growth, let's invest in people and our communities, our 
health and well-being.  

David K.  

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  
The proposed project is planned to accommodate existing and 
forecast traffic levels through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  
A combination of project-specific and regional efforts is anticipated 
to minimize the number of additional vehicles on the road as a 
result of the proposed project improvements, thus extending the 
potential lifespan of the project.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” for additional information regarding the project’s 
accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.  Information 
regarding the lifespan of proposed improvements and the reason 
traffic improvements are an ongoing process is provided in Topical 
Response “Project Lifespan.”

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) plans 
for the region to trend toward more transportation options, with 
development concentrated around transit stations.  The changes 
that are contemplated in land use planning and alternate 
transportation modes, however, will take many years to come to 
fruition.  Based on current planning and modeling projections, 
roadway improvements are still a necessary element of the 
transportation network.  As a result, the proposed project is one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal planning process for 
the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  Please 
also refer to the Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.

Visual character of the roadway corridor would become more 
urban and visual quality would be lowered; however, numerous 
minimization measures are proposed to reduce visual impacts.  
Please refer to Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS for 
more details.  To the extent practicable, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid 

Response to David Krysl



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-552

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

01
cont.

and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system during improvements to that highway.  Because 
an existing facility is being improved, however, avoidance is not 
always possible.  Properties are purchased at fair market value 
in accordance with federal and State policy.  As noted above, the 
proposed project is planned to accommodate existing and forecast 
traffic levels; it would not itself induce additional regional growth, 
and its potential to increase I-5 traffic would be minimal.  

Please note that the I-5 NCC Project does incorporate a number of 
community enhancements that are consistent with your comment, 
including trail upgrades, separation of pedestrians from vehicles 
and light rail with landscaping, and a bike trail extending the 
length of the proposed project.  Please refer to Section 2.3, I-5 
North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects, for 
more detail.
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Steve Kuptz
08/30/2010 07:33 AM   
Subject: Citizen Comment Letter - Santa Fe Christian Schools - Solana Beach 

Dear Ms. Harrison Attached please find the Santa Fe Christian Schools Citizen Comment Form. 
Please feel free to contact me at 858-755-8900 x1005 to discuss the issues raised in our letter 
Thank you for your consideration of the I-5 widening upon our school. 

Stephen L. Kuptz
Chief Financial Officer  

Citizen Comment Form 
Caltrans Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Proposed I-5 Widening Project 

We received a letter today (August 25th) dated August 23rd indicating that our property at 838 
Academy Drive (APN 2981122900) was potentially subject to “taking” for Temporary 
Construction Easements, Retaining Wall Footing Easements and Partial Parcel Acquisition 
under 3 of the 4 proposed alternatives. The letter invited us to a Public Workshop in Oceanside 
on September 7th. Fortunately we have been tracking this project and attended the Public 
Workshop last evening in Solana Beach. Clearly, this letter should have been sent to our 
attention much earlier so that we could have been fully informed for the Public Workshop held in 
our community last evening. The “courtesy notice” dated and mailed one day before the August 
24th workshop to impacted property owners in Solana Beach was not much of a “courtesy” at all. 
That being said, we will move on. Section 3.4.2.3 of the Draft Environmental Impact Report only 
identifies 6 condominium units under the “10-4 with Barrier Alternative” as potentially impacted 
properties in Solana Beach. Furthermore we had discussions last evening with CalTrans 
representative Stephen Capuno which centered on the location of the plans at the Workshop, 
he represented that the soundwall would be located on the CalTrans property. Our total school 
site is approximately 17 acres and each square foot is critical to accomplishing our academic 
and spiritual mission. We are currently investing significant dollars and time in updating our 
approved Master Plan and any potential taking of property would have a significant negative 
economic impact upon our future plans here at the school. Please confirm in writing that land 
from our school is not being considered for “taking” and the proposed soundwall will reside only 
in the existing CalTrans property. Furthermore, if ultimately we are impacted by Temporary 
Construction Easements we need to know if these are “access easements” or easements which 
will impact physical structures and or academic class time at our school. Obviously, the latter 
are much more impactful and will be strongly resisted. Finally, we will need to have the 
specifications for the Retaining Wall Footing Easements and the locations. Again, Retaining 
Wall Footing Easements which impact existing structures will be strongly resisted. 

In addition to the potential economic and physical impacts noted above, the noise impacts upon 
our school will be significant. The noise impacts from the existing freeway condition already 
impact our ability to conduct outdoor activities in our Middle School which is adjacent to the I-5 
Freeway. Further expansion bringing the traffic even closer to our school will make the existing 
situation even more untenable. As noted in Table 3.15.13, the existing Noise Levels at 838 
Academy Drive currently read at 75 and 76 which are well in excess of the 67 allowed for 
schools. While we appreciate the recommendation of the Sound Wall as noted in Table 3.15.14, 
the location and length of the sound wll are of particular interest and concern to us. Is there an 
engineering drawing which identifies the location of the proposed sound wall? Can we stake the 

01

02

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
A concerted effort was made to provide the public with timely and 
convenient opportunities for public involvement and input (see
Chapter 5 in the EIR/EIS).

With respect to your property, a portion of your property that faces 
the freeway may be temporarily impacted during construction of 
the recommended soundwall S603, although this recommendation 
is preliminary.  A final decision regarding construction of this 
soundwall will be made based on final project design parameters, 
the coastal permitting process, and input from affected homeowners 
and property owners.  If the soundwall is constructed, a temporary 
construction easement may be needed on a small portion of your 
property.  As illustrated in EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 21 through
23, a temporary construction easement and footing easement 
also may be required for construction of a proposed retaining 
wall/barrier near the northeastern corner of your property.  The 
existing access drive off of Academy Drive to the adjacent school 
parking lot would not be affected.  Additionally, it is anticipated 
that no structures or use areas at the school would be affected 
by the soundwall.  If it is constructed, Caltrans and school staff 
would coordinate on the construction easement and design of the 
soundwall and retaining wall/barrier.  Following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 

Responses to Steve Kuptz
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to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Implementation 
of this option would further minimize impacts to your property.  

In addition to the identified walls, Ida Avenue is identified in 
Section2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement 
Projects, of the EIR/EIS as a potential community enhancement 
feature.  This community enhancement would involve proposed 
streetscape enhancements along Ida Avenue from Academy 
Drive to south of Genevieve Street, including sidewalks, curbs, 
and landscaping, and would not require property acquisition.  
Construction activities would occur within the freeway right-of-
way and local streets.  Access and construction traffic would be 
coordinated through implementation of a Traffic Management 
Plan, which is required during project construction.

02 Regarding potential noise concerns in the area west of I-5 and 
south of Lomas Santa Fe Drive (838 Academy Drive), these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As noted 
in this comment, existing noise levels at the subject property, as 
represented by noise receptors R6.10 and R6.11, are 75 and 
76 decibels (dBA; refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.13).  The analysis 
in Section 3.15 notes that the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels 
(or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise- abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including S603 
(Option 1A) in the subject area (Refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 21 through 23).  With the implementation of S603 as 
described, noise levels at R6.10 and R6.11 would be reduced to 
70 dBA, a reduction of 6 and 5 dBA, respectively, over existing 
conditions (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.13).  While Option 1A of 
S603 is listed as recommended in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.14, this 
recommendation is preliminary.  Additional discussion is provided 
in EIR/EIS Sections 3.15 and 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics.
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“10-4 with Barrier” alternative to ensure that there will be no soundwall encroachment onto our 
property? As noted in the paragraph above, any encroachment would negatively impact our 
current Master Plan update process. 

We also need clarification on the Coastal View Access process. The comment under 
“Soundwall S603 (Option 1)” on Page 3.15-12 is of significant concern to us – “The soundwall, 
however, has the potential to block scenic coastal views for freeway motorists protected under 
the Coastal Act. For that reason, it may be found not reasonable to build during the coastal 
permitting process”. I would certainly hope that the health and safety of school children would 
be prioritized over the “scenic coastal views of freeway motorists”. That being said, there is no 
Coastal View Access from the freeway adjacent to our school as we are up on a hill. Is it 
possible to permit and build the portion of the soundwall impacting the school since there are no 
Coastal View Access issues through the school property? 

We also have a traffic circulation concern relative to the sound wall proposed for Ida Avenue as 
depicted in Figure 3-7.47. Ida Avenue is a secondary circulation ingress and egress road in our 
traffic management plan with the City of Solana Beach. The picture, if accurately plotted, depicts 
a removal of approximately one-third of Ida Avenue and the elimination of parking along the 
eastern side of the street. Will the eastern side of Ida Avenue be a designated no parking zone 
or designated fire lane eliminating parking on the eastern side of the street? If not, then two-way 
traffic will be virtually impossible through that area of Ida Avenue negatively impacting the 
school, residents and commercial businesses utilizing Ida Avenue as a thoroughfare. 

Health concerns are also an issue. The proposed expansion of the freeway as noted above will 
bring traffic and pollutants even closer to our school. What impact will the increased traffic 
counts have upon pollution levels and what mitigations, if any, would be proposed to protect the 
1,000 students who grace our campus every day? 

We will continue to monitor this process closely, and will go on record as being opposed to any 
property taking or negative physical impacts to our existing plant by CalTrans. In addition, we 
will oppose any CalTrans action which does not address the existing noise impacts upon the 
campus or negatively impacts the health and safety of our students. 

Stephen L. Kuptz 
Chief Financial Officer 
Santa Fe Christian Schools 
August 25, 2010 

02
cont.

03

05

04

06

With respect to the location of Soundwall S603, because the 
design process is ongoing, associated “engineering drawings” are 
not currently available.  The preliminary location of S603 is shown 
on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 21 through 23, as well as 
on Sheets 19 through 21 of the Noise Study Report prepared for 
the project.

Regarding the potential to “stake” the location of the 10+4 Barrier 
alternative (or any other potential project Build alternative) on 
the ground, this would not currently be practicable for similar 
reasons as noted above for the location of S603.  That is, the 
design process is ongoing and the final locations and dimensions 
of associated facilities have not yet been determined.  Please refer 
to the response to your Comment 01 for information on potential 
project-related encroachment effects.

With respect to the Coastal Act permitting process and Soundwall 
S603, please note that additional consideration of this wall has 
occurred subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
Soundwall S603 (Option 1A) would create a gap in the soundwall 
to retain a potential for a coastal view while still providing a feasible 
reduction in highway traffic noise for the school, as well as 16 
multi-family residences and 1 single-family residence.  While S603 
is preliminarily recommended, if this soundwall is not constructed, 
then “severely impacted” noise receptors, including 838 Academy 
– Santa Fe Christian School – would receive individual abatement.  
A final decision on the nature and extent of S603 would be made 
during the Coastal Act permitting process and would consider 
public input including the specific location and dimensions of S603. 

04

03

The figures in the Draft EIR/EIS are representative of the 
10 + 4 Buffer alternative.  As discussed in the response to your 
Comment 01, if the Preferred Alternative is implemented, it would 
be the smallest of the build alternatives.  The alternative is shown 
on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67.
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Under the 10+4 Barrier alternative, a segment of Ida Avenue in 
the vicinity of the curve near the Santa Fe Christian School would 
be shifted westward to facilitate the widening of the freeway. Two-
way traffic would be maintained under this scenario, although 
additional right-of-way may be required on the western side of Ida 
Avenue.  In addition, the 10+4 Barrier alternative would impact 
approximately 14 on-street parking spaces on the east side of Ida 
Avenue. 

The 10+4 Buffer and 8+4 Barrier alternatives would also maintain 
two-way traffic on Ida Avenue,  with approximately six on-street 
parking spaces along the east side of Ida Avenue, at the  corner 
of Academy Drive, to be eliminated.  If the Preferred Alternative 
is approved for construction, it could be possible to maintain two-
way traffic along Ida Avenue, preserve the described parking areas 
on the east side of Ida Avenue, and result in minimal associated 
impacts.  It is Caltrans’ intent to proceed with and implement the 
I-5 North Coast Community Enhancement Plan, which the City of 
Solana Beach has agreed to in concept (please refer to http://www.
dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/TSComm08.pdf; Page 
20 of Plan and Page 24 of the PDF file).  Caltrans will continue 
to work closely with the City during the design phase of the I-5
NCC Project to address local concerns and avoid and/or minimize 
associated impacts to the extent practicable.

05

04
cont.

Regarding potential project-related pollution (air quality) concerns, 
these issues are addressed in Section 3.14, Air Quality, of the EIR/
EIS.  As described therein, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  The analysis in Section 3.14
also indicates that here would be a substantial decrease in 
mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) 
conditions, with MSAT emissions for the No Build alternative and 
the build alternatives provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and
3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030.  Additionally, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045:  
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and 
Safety Risks.  Based on this required conformance and the noted 
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06

05
cont.

overall improvement of air quality compared to existing conditions, 
no additional associated mitigation is required or proposed.  
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 does, however, identify a number of 
measures to address potential short-term (construction) air quality 
concerns, including efforts to reduce the generation of particulates 
(e.g., dust) and vehicle and equipment emissions.

Your opposition to encroachment on your property is noted.  
Please refer to the responses to your Comments 02 and 03 with 
regard to noise concerns, and to the response to your Comment 
05 with regard to health concerns.  As a commenter, your name 
has been added to the project mailing list to assure that you have 
the opportunity to stay informed about the project.
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912
Diana/Jay Kutlow  
11/21/2010 09:57 AM 
Subject: Comments on I-5 expansion through North County  

Dear Cal Trans,  
After careful review of the information available about the I-5 expansion through North County 
San Diego, I respectfully request that you reconsider this use of our transportation funding. I 
commute to San Diego and have tried to use the train system, but there are not enough trains 
running throughout the morning to make it convenient. Meanwhile, from what I understand, the 
time savings for drivers would be very limited from the expansion, and it encourages more cars, 
meaning more pollution, more burning of carbon fuels in the less than efficient personal car, 
more noise (I live just a few blocks from the freeway) and reduced views of our lovely coastline.  

I was just in Los Angeles this weekend, and my mother and I both noticed with regret that high 
sound walls blocked a spectacular sunset view. The high walls, wide freeways and complete 
lack of vegetation or landscaping of any sort feel like some sort of bleak future, a future that I 
hope is not San Diego's. People in North County and most of the coastal corridor are deeply 
concerned about the environment, willing to make changes to combat global warming and 
pollution, and eager for better mass transit. Please let me know if there are any plans for rapid 
mass transit that have been considered in place of this monstrous "Los Angelization" of our 
coastline.  

Thank you,
Diana and Jay Kutlow  
1634 Glasgow Ave. Cardiff, CA  92007
(760) 632-1623
dwkutlow@cox.net

01

02

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The I-5 NCC Project is only one part of a larger transportation 
upgrade that the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) is developing for the corridor, including the significant 
expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, and 
improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access.  Based on regional 
growth projections, upgrades to all of these modes of travel are 
needed to accommodate future transportation needs.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options, as well as Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes.  Also please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives previously 
evaluated for the North Coast Corridor.  

The proposed project is intended to accommodate existing 
and projected levels of traffic; its potential to increase I-5 traffic 
would be minimal as a result of a number of regional and 
project strategies and improvements.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information about 
accommodation of projected growth.  As detailed in Table 3.6.3, 
Total Delay, Congested Hours, and Travel Time Per Day, of the 
EIR/EIS, the project is anticipated to reduce afternoon travel times 
by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 11 to 18 minutes southbound, 
relative to the No Build alternative.  Without project improvements, 
congested conditions would prevail for three-and-one-half hours 
northbound and six hours southbound during a.m. peak hours and 
for six hours northbound and seven hours southbound during p.m. 
peak hours. With the focused improvements provided under the 
currently proposed project, these overall periods of congestion 
would drop to no hours of congestion for northbound a.m. peak 
travelers, and lower by up to five hours for north- and southbound 
travelers during p.m. peak hours.

Responses to Diana and Jay Kutlow
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01
cont.

Additionally, the potential for induced demand has been included 
in the project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, as a result of a number 
of regional and project strategies and improvements designed to 
reduce the growth in the number of VMT and to encourage options 
to the use of single-occupant vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the 
EIR/EIS).

Regarding your concerns on project-related pollution (air and water 
quality), these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air 
Quality, and 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  For 
air quality related pollution, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on project-
related air quality considerations.

Section 3.10 evaluates potential impacts related to water quality 
pollution in association with the identified build alternatives and 
the No Build alternative.  This analysis also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary 
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with 
the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed 
within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot 
Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, which have been updated from Draft Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-560

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

01
cont.

and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would conform to 
all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

With respect to emissions from the “burning of carbon fuels,” this 
issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14 as noted above, as well 
as in Section 4.6, Climate Change.  Specifically, the latter section 
provides an analysis of project greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
including a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the 
project build alternatives.  As described therein, the project build 
alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2)
emissions, for example, in the San Diego region by hundreds 
of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional 
information on global warming and climate change issues.

02 Regarding views from I-5 westerly, Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics
of the EIR/EIS states that visual access to the ocean and other 
views would be obstructed by noise walls in several locations, 
which would isolate travelers from scenic resources.  There would 
be some loss of views to scenic resources, and there would be 
modifications to current views of the highway right-of-way.  In 
many instances, however, project sound walls or retaining walls 
would be located only on one side of I-5.  In addition, this is a linear 
facility, and views shift as the viewer moves along the highway.  
Views along the project corridor would continue to be a mix of open 
vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that 
are blocked by development or changed due to implementation of 
project landscaping.  Overall, these views would be similar to the 
existing view conditions.  The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are 
focused and linear in nature, however, and although substantial 
change is discussed for specific locations, modifications to I-5 are 
not expected to change the entire character of the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  Numerous minimization 
measures, including landscaping and transparent materials for 
soundwalls are proposed to reduce visual impacts. 

With respect to your preference for mass transit, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 01.
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739
Howard La Grange      
08/25/2010 05:06 PM  
Subject: I-5/SR78 Interchange 

The present I-5 and SR78 interchange does not allow pedestrians or cyclists on the west side of 
I-5 to continue east on Vista Way to the Town and Country Shopping area.  The only route is for 
residences west of I-5 to cross I-5 at Cassidy. The new plans do not address this issue.  

Respectfully,
Howard M. La Grange  

08/25/2010 05:08 PM  
Subject Bike Lanes 

Where current bike lanes (Class 2) exist on streets crossing I-5, will the over and underpasses 
have bike lanes? Currently the bike lanes tend to disappear in these area.  

Respectfully,
Howard LaGrange  

08/25/2010 05:14 PM  
Subject I-5 Exit to Vandergrift Blvd  

Cyclists entering Camp Pendleton Marine Base from Harbor Dr. is faced with merging with high 
speed vehicle traffic exiting to the base.  This is an ongoing issue that cyclists comment on and 
needs to be addressed. The I-5 project does not appear to address this problem.  

Respectfully,
Howard LaGrange  

Oceanside Bicycle Committee  
City of Oceanside  
howard@pacificturbine.com  
Ph: 760-536-0101
Cell: 760-672-2670
2575 Jason Court  
Oceanside, CA 92056  

01

02

03

01 Thank you for your comments regarding bicycle and pedestrian 
circulation, which are part of the public record.  Pedestrian and 
bicycle access over or under I-5 from eastbound Vista Way is not 
currently provided and would not be provided with the project, 
primarily because Vista Way terminates at I-5 and continues 
eastward as a state highway, State Route (SR) 78.  Although the 
SR-78 overcrossing would be replaced as part of the project, no 
through pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities would be provided.  
Pedestrians and bicyclists are typically prohibited along highways 
for safety reasons.  Trails and bike paths constructed along or 
adjacent to highways are Class 1 facilities that are physically 
separated from the highway with barriers.  At this location, the 
project boundary to the east ends at the westbound SR-78 to the 
northbound I-5 connector ramp (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures2-2.3,
Sheet 56); thus, pedestrian and bicycle facilities connecting to the 
shopping areas to the east along SR-78 are not located within 
the proposed project “footprint” or area of improvement.  It should 
be noted that SR-78 improvements would occur as a separate 
project, and the proposed project would not preclude the future 
construction of pedestrian and bicycle facilities to provide an east-
west crossing at the SR-78 / I-5 Interchange.  Additionally, the 
adjacent Buena Vista Lagoon is a constraint to providing crossing 
opportunities for pedestrian and bicyclists at this location.  As 
indicated in your comment, the closest freeway crossing for these 
transportation modes is Cassidy Street to the north.

02 With respect to bike lanes at freeway interchanges, Class 2 
bike lanes or Class 3 bike routes would be provided on new or 
modified overcrossings and undercrossings to the extent possible.  
In addition, grade-separated pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities 
are proposed at some locations along the North Coast Corridor, 
including new or replaced pedestrian and/or bicycle overcrossings 
and pedestrian and/or bicycle bridges that would be suspended 
from some interchange structures.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, as well as Section 2.3.

Responses to Howard LaGrange
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03 Regarding bicycle access to Camp Pendleton from Harbor Drive, 
the project proposes to construct an eastbound pedestrian/bicycle 
tunnel that starts at the Harbor Drive underpass and connects to 
San Rafael Drive.  This proposed facility would physically separate 
pedestrians and bicyclists from motorists to provide a safer route 
through the interchange and to Camp Pendleton.  Please refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 65.  It is also part of the 
proposed I-5 North Coast Bike Trail that would connect to other 
existing and proposed trails.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS Table ES.12
for additional information on the North Coast Bike Trail.
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936
Teri Lang
11/19/2010 09:44 PM  
Subject: I object to the plan

To whom it may concern - I am writing this to state my objection to the design and planning of 
the I-5 widening project that extends from La Jolla Village Drive to Oceanside. I am most 
concerned about the mass of concrete that will invade my quality of life and views of the ocean. 
I also don't feel there was sufficient time or information given to citizens to investigate the 
project. Why are so many people, agencies and businesses unaware or uninformed about the 
basics of the plan? Have the negative economic impacts been addressed and mitigated? How 
will we be compensated for loss of view-shed and increase of noise? I live very near the 
freeway and am aware of noise now. How much more noise should I expect to hear? What 
measures are being taken to mitigate the impact to public health? There are several schools, a 
hospital and a convalescent hospital near my home which is near the freeway. What offsets are 
being purchased to mitigate the 50% increase of GHG's?  

I would very much like the DEIR to discuss the "No-Build" alternative. Could my tax dollars be 
re-allocated for regional transportation? Does the DEIR adequately and faithfully explore the 
benefits of this option? We need to think outside the box and start to think of ways to move 
people through public transportation and high speed rail. I visited Japan this summer and was in 
awe of the efficiency and affordability of their mass transit. I would hope we could do the same 
here in California.  

I await your reply. Thank you for taking my comments.

Sincerely,
Teri Lang  

01

02

04

05

06

03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on the 
North County way of life and why those effects are not expected 
to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life 
in the communities already crossed by this highway.  In addition, 
please note that Caltrans has worked with the communities along 
the corridor to develop a number of potential enhancement projects 
(refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these 
features would create and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian 
or bicycle corridors, connections between pedestrian/bicycle 
routes and public transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  
Because the project generally would improve recreational facilities 
and would enhance access within the community, implementation 
of new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect 
on quality of life of North County residents overall.

Regarding visual concerns from the proposed project, Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of each build 
alternative would be high.  With regard to views of the coast while 
driving, as discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the 
EIR/EIS, implementation of the proposed project could block some 
views due to noise barriers being constructed to reduce traffic 
noise.  Please note, however, that specific to the loss of ocean 
views, view impacts from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and 
river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a matter of project 
design.  These resources are typically most visible across or below 
the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would 
be maintained.  Some soundwalls (or sections of soundwalls) have 
not been recommended in part because of impacts to coastal 
views.  Where soundwalls would be recommended between 
viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, there is a potential for 
transparent barriers to prevent view obstruction.  Please note that 

Responses to Teri Lang
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01
cont.

the loss of an ocean view shown on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS would now be avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112 of this 
Final EIR/EIS).  Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual effects 
of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well 
as the less than substantial nature of project effects anticipated 
as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor and enters the surrounding 
community.

02 As discussed in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
there has been continual coordination with the public throughout 
the environmental process to help determine areas of concern, 
the scope of environmental documentation, the level of analysis, 
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and related environmental 
requirements.  The environmental review process is designed 
to provide full disclosure to both the public and governmental 
decision makers regarding potential, significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project.  Additionally, there have been many 
opportunities for public comment and input, including local outreach 
that occurred over several years.  Outreach efforts to solicit input 
from the public and critical resource agencies started early in the 
process.  Specifically, in early 2004, preliminary scoping meetings 
were held in the Cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Oceanside, 
San Diego, and Solana Beach before circulating the Notice of 
Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Intent regarding the EIS.  Two 
separate newsletters were sent and made available to addresses 
within one mile (east or west) of I-5 between the northern and 
southern ends of the project.  Also since 2004, and in an effort to 
update interested parties and the public as a whole on the project 
status, Caltrans staff have attended meetings, conducted surveys, 
and presented handouts and mailers.  Presentations have been 
made to local communities and planning groups, homeowners 
associations, chambers of commerce, city councils, and at local 
politician-sponsored meetings.  The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated 
for an extended public review period, between July 8, 2010 and 
November 22, 2010, during which public meetings were held in 
each of the cities along the corridor.  Input from all of these efforts 
has been considered in the project planning and design process.
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cont.

Please also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” regarding 
planning outreach for the overall regional transportation planning 
effort.  For more information regarding the I-5 NCC Project, please 
visit any of the following websites:  Caltrans’ website at http://www.
dot.ca.gov/; the TransNet website at www.keepsandiegomoving.
com; and the TransNet Dashboard at www.transnettrip.com, which 
contains the status of the I-5 NCC Project, including up-to-date 
schedule, budget, and expenditure information.

03 The Community Impact Assessment (CIA) for the project analyzed 
impacts to the local economy.  The CIA concluded that decreased 
congestion along the project corridor has the potential to allow 
regional motorists and local residents to access businesses more 
efficiently, thereby increasing commerce.  Implementation of the 
project would likely have a positive impact to businesses throughout 
the project corridor due to the improved access efficiency to other 
highways and surface streets.  Furthermore, without improvements 
to I-5, traffic conditions and the effective movement of people and 
goods will continue to deteriorate (refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.3,
Need for the Project, and Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional discussion of the need for the project).

04 With regard to the potential loss of views, please note that where 
soundwalls would be recommended between viewers east of I-5 
with views to the west, there is a potential for transparent barriers 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122), so that views would 
not be obstructed.  Please also refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 regarding views of travelers along I-5.   As discussed 
in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although project-related 
decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners.  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
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cont.

to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have 
been updated from Draft Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now
contained in Appendix K). as well as Section 3.15.4).  The use 
of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Monetary compensation for potential 
noise impacts would not be provided to individual homeowners 
unless interior abatement is required at homes where exterior 
noise levels would exceed 75 dBA.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise analysis and abatement.  It also should be noted that 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value.

05 With respect to your concerns on project-related air quality, 
associated potential public health risks, and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections
3.14, Air Quality, and 4.6, Climate Change.  For general air quality 
concerns, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared to 
existing conditions.

The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with 
MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and
3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential 
for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as 
previously indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall 
air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 
13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 
and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the 
nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion 
and related emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that 
associated health effects would also be improved over existing 
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conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on air pollutants and related potential 
health effects.

Section 4.6 provides an analysis of project-related GHG emissions, 
including a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the 
project build alternatives.  As discussed therein and above in this 
response, the project would be expected to result in lower overall 
air emissions (including GHG) compared to existing conditions.  
The project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Climate Change” for additional information on GHG 
and related global warming and climate change issues.

06 With respect to the No Build alternative, the EIR/EIS describes this 
alternative in Section 2.4.2, No Build Alternative, and discusses 
its potential impacts and benefits throughout the document.  
Regarding your comment concerning tax dollars being directed 
toward regional transportation – funds from the TransNet program,
approved by the voters, are distributed to transportation projects 
in general.  TransNet monies are divided so that approximately 
one-third each goes to highways, transit, and local roadways, 
respectively.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-based 
alternatives.  Please note that the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including 
rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
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The project would include HOV/Managed Lanes, which would 
provide an incentive for carpooling or ridesharing by providing 
such users a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas 
of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, community enhancements including 
bicycle paths have been identified.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit options.

High-speed rail is being pursued by rail agencies.  The northern-
most San Diego County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed 
by downtown San Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed by 
this rail line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-
range travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount 
of the peak hour commuters from I-5, and, therefore, would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast Corridor.



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-569

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

815
Rick Lantz
10/21/2010 04:55 PM 
Subject:  I-5 widening   

I am writing in opposition of the proposed widening of I-5 from> Oceanside south. I am a weekly 
commuter who endures the morning and> evening congestion but do not believe widening the 
freeway will> provide long term relief.  The other consequence of widening this> structure will 
contribute to the erosion of our beautiful coastline > corridor, as demonstrated in Orange and LA 
Counties.> > Please look at other alternatives, (Coaster expansion/dual tracking, > stand alone 
bike trails, carpool/shared ride incentives), to address> congestion relief but do not sacrifice 
what is left of our coastal> corridor in a near sighted effort to temporarily relieve what we have> 
managed to live and work with for the last twenty years.  Thank you.  

Sincerely,
Richard C. Lantz,  
Capt Southwest Airlines  

11/18/2010 02:48 PM   
Subject:  Please don't widen I-5  

TO:
Mr. Mark Packard and the City Council 
1200 Carlsbad Village Dr. 
Carlsbad, CA 92008

RE: I-5 Widening  

Dear Mr. Packard and Council Members,  

I am writing in opposition of the proposed widening of I-5 from Oceanside south. I am a weekly 
commuter who endures the morning and evening congestion but do not believe widening the 
freeway will provide long term relief. The other consequence of widening this structure will 
contribute to the erosion of our beautiful coastline corridor, as demonstrated in Orange and LA 
Counties.  

Please do not accept future congestion predictions as accurate. I as well as many of you have 
driven this corridor for the last forty years, and have endured the increased congestion. We 
appeared to reach a plateau since the early 90’s and have managed to make it work with thefew 
improvements made. We have endured a significant build out since the90’s and the future 
population increases will not be as significant compared to the past.  

Please look at other alternatives, (Coaster expansion/dual tracking, stand alone bike trails, 
carpool/shared ride incentives), to address congestion relief but do not sacrifice what is left of 
our coastal corridor in a near sighted effort to temporarily relieve what we have managed to live 
and work with for the last twenty years. Despite the widening of freeways in LA/Orange City, 
congestion is still a problem. “If you build it, they will drive”. Thank you.  

Sincerely,
Richard C. Lantz,Capt.
Southwest Airlines 

03

05

06

01

02

04

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system.  The use of HOV/Managed Lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number 
of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended to give 
carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
It is acknowledged that the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially 
less congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  
For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total 
southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the no build option 
would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this number 
reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours 
for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” with respect to the anticipated lifespan of project 
improvements.

02 If this comment refers to topographic erosion, project-related 
effects would be negligible.  The I-5 facility is not located directly 
adjacent to the shoreline within the North Coast Corridor.  The 
Coast Highway is the closest transportation facility adjacent to 
the coastline, and that road is often supported by berming that 
restricts water (and sediment flow) to the ocean.  As required by 
law, I-5 construction and operation would be designed to avoid 
substantial hydrological changes and to control both flooding and 
sedimentation potential related to I-5 design.  I-5 is not anticipated 
to result in erosion.  If the comment refers to local community 
character or quality of life, please refer to the Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed 
I-5 modifications on North County and why those effects are not 

Responses to Rick Lantz
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expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall 
community character or quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.

03 Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-based 
alternatives.  Please also note that the project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including 
rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
As noted in the response to your Comment 01, the proposed 
HOV/Managed Lanes would provide an incentive for carpooling or 
ridesharing by providing such users a quicker and more reliable ride 
by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects, community enhancements 
including bicycle paths have been identified.  Specific to Carlsbad, 
Community Enhancements relevant to your concern include the La 
Costa Avenue park and ride, and the following trails: (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on the west side of I-5 at Batiquitos 
Lagoon, which would connect to existing trails on the north side of 
the lagoon; (2) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on the east side 
of I-5 at Agua Hedionda Lagoon, which would include a pedestrian 
trail and bridge on the east side of I-5; and (3) I-5 North Coast Bike
Trail in the City of Carlsbad, intended to provide a non-vehicular 
alternative along the entire I-5 project corridor  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options being pursued in the North Coast Corridor.

Regarding your comments about not sacrificing what is left of our 
coastal corridor, please refer to the response to Comment 02 of 
your letter.  Please also note that following circulation of the Draft 
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EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.   Please refer to the 
response to your Comment 01 regarding the anticipated lifespan 
of project traffic improvements.

04 Please refer to the response to your Comments 01 and 02 above.

05 Project-related traffic and growth projections are derived from 
established sources such as the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) series forecasts, as well as project-
specific technical analyses.  Year 2030 traffic projections, 
for example, are outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast 
methodology provided in the related I-5 North Coast Corridor 
Project Technical Report #5 Traffic Demand Forecasting Report 
(August 2007).  On average historically, the SANDAG Regional
Growth Forecast has been accurate within +/- 0.4 percent of 
actual annual counts for population, housing, and employment.  
The most recent forecast anticipates a 40 percent increase in the 
region’s population between 2008 and 2050, which represents an 
average of less than one percent growth per year.  

A comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns can, however, take extended 
time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain 
or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as 
part of a multimodal system.  These improvements would allow the 
time necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, 
such as smart growth.
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06 Please refer to the response to your Comment 03 above regarding 
project alternatives and to the response to your Comment 01 
regarding anticipated lifespan of project improvements.  With 
regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed project, 
the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion 
along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial 
number of additional trips.  The projected increase of vehicle 
miles traveled is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering this 
factor, as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number 
of additional vehicles on the road is anticipated to be relatively 
small.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic.
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Carolyn/Andy Lanyi       
Friday, September 10, 2010 2:38 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Dear sir, We have 16 units @ 945 Chestnut Carlsbad, CA 92008, called Chestnut Villas. They 
are right next to the I-5. The parcel # is 204-191-2200. Please let me know if our property is in 
any way involved in the I-5 widening. 

Thanks,  
Carolyn/Andy Lanyi  

01
01 Thank you for your comment regarding potential property 

acquisition, which is part of the public record.  Regarding 
your concerns about the Chestnut Villas 16-unit complex at 
945 Chestnut Avenue in Carlsbad, following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. As described 
in Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, of 
this Final EIR/EIS, no multi-residential units (apartments and 
condos) in the City of Carlsbad would be affected by the Preferred 
Alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.4.4a and 3.4.4b).  While 
it is not currently anticipated that the referenced property would 
be directly impacted or require acquisition under the Preferred 
Alternative, if that situation is subsequently changed, an appraisal 
would be performed to determine the fair market value and an offer 
of just compensation would be made.  Please also refer to Topical 
Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation” for 
additional information.

Response to Carolyn and Andy Lanyi
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Tia Lanzetta  
11/21/2010 07:56 AM 
Subject: In favor of OPTIONS to the I-5 widening!  

Please note my family's objections to the proposed Interstate 5 widening.  We are not in favor of 
traffic, however we know there are other options that will be easier on the budget and the 
environment. And while we are not opposed to progress or change, we are very concerned 
about the way the coastal corridor is losing its small-town atmosphere.  

Thank you,
Tia Lanzetta  
Holistic Health Practitioner  
Carlsbad

01
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 

record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The 
I-5 NCC Project is only one part of a larger transportation upgrade 
that the San Diego Association of Governments is developing for 
the corridor; including significant expansion to the adjacent Los 
Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo heavy rail line, new Bus 
Rapid Transit lanes, and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian 
access.  Based on regional growth projections, upgrades to all 
of these modes of travel are needed to accommodate future 
transportation needs.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives studied for the North 
Coast Corridor. 

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature, 
and although substantial change is discussed for specific locations 
in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications 
to I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect 
on the overall quality of life in the communities already crossed 
by this highway.  The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly 
urbanized part of northern San Diego County that is generally 
characterized by its coastal location, ethnic diversity, established 
neighborhoods, commercial centers and activities, and preserves 
associated with coastal lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4,
Community Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway 
surfaces and landform modification would be within a developed 
urban area and modify an existing primary transportation facility.  
Overall, because the project generally would improve (rather 
than adversely impact) recreational facilities and would enhance 
access within the community, the implementation of new project 
features is not expected to have an adverse effect on regional 
community character.

Response to Tia Lanzetta
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Shirley Layton        
Mon, 30 Aug 2010 16:06:35 -0400 (EDT) 
Subject: TransNet I-5 North Coast Corridor: Corridor System Management Plan Released 

I have thought a great deal about Cal-Trans infraction into our living standards since attending 
the I-5 topic discussion in Solana Beach. Cal-Tran is usurping miles of gorgeous coastal 
highway to benefit what may be a future population explosion (Have you read that population 
growth is declining and that our water supply is diminishing?). Hwy 101 relinquished its major 
thoroughfare to 5 during the time I have lived in the San Diego area. Why is it not possible to 
relinquish Hwy 5 to a larger interior thoroughfare and leave Hwy 5 as a faulty 2nd choice for 
drivers in the future. There are so many interior thoroughfares that can be built without taking 
away the beauty that is the coastal view. No major cities in California have parted with their 
coastal scenic views in order to cement and wall-in their most valuable property. Penisquitos 
needs the development afforded them through having a major thoroughfare. The Coast does 
not need cementing.  

Sincerely,
Shirley Layton  

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities 
already crossed by this highway. 

Regarding the accommodation of anticipated regional population 
growth, the basis for the traffic analysis and the need for 
the proposed improvements are founded on research and 
documentation prepared by the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG).  SANDAG is the regional planning 
agency responsible for compiling demographics data, as well as 
projecting future travel needs and infrastructure improvements.  
As discussed in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the need 
for the improvements associated with the I-5 NCC Project is 
based on population projections that were independently prepared 
by SANDAG as part of its 2050 Regional Growth Forecast.  On 
average historically, the SANDAG Regional Growth Forecast has
been accurate within +/- 0.4 percent of actual annual counts for 
population, housing, and employment.  Those projections were 
not adjusted or modified in determining the need for the proposed 
improvements.

With respect to a new inland north-south major thoroughfare 
alignment, the regional transportation network that is anticipated 
over the next 40 years is identified in the 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  The RTP outlines projects for highways, 
local streets, rail and bus services, and bicycle and pedestrian 
facilities.  There are no plans in the 2050 RTP for a new inland 
north-south major transportation corridor.  Furthermore, creation 
of a new transportation corridor would likely result in substantially 
greater natural resource and property impacts than what would 
occur through the expansion of the existing I-5 corridor.

Response to Shirley Layton
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Please note that specific to the loss of ocean views, view impacts 
from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would 
be avoided or minimized as a matter of project design.  These 
resources are typically most visible across or below the corridor’s 
large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would be 
maintained.  Some soundwalls (or sections of soundwalls) have not 
been recommended in part because of impacts to coastal views.  
Where soundwalls would be recommended between viewers east 
of I-5 and views to the west, there is a potential for transparent 
barriers, so that views would not be obstructed.  Please note that 
the loss of an ocean view shown on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS would now be avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112 of this 
Final EIR/EIS).
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Mary LeBlanc  
Mary@mleblanc.com 
08/31/2010 09:21 AM  
Subject I-5 Expansion Project: Our questions 

The residents of Harbor Pointe in Carlsbad will probably be the most severely affected by this 
proposed project. We are located at the Poinsettia on ramp to the I-5.  

Attached is a list of our questions for which we are requesting specific answers. We have 
attended your workshops but there is nothing definitive offered at these workshops that 
addresses our potential problems.  

We stand the most to lose in every aspect: homes, noise and air pollution, quality of life, loss of 
income from loss of homes, loss of common area, and the list goes on. The sound wall issue is 
a 'non reasonable' for us according to the records shown at the Faraday workshop. This is 
insane.  
Thank you in advance for your attention and direct response to the attached list of concerns.  

Mary LeBlanc  
Harbor Pointe
834 Bluewater Rd.
Carlsbad CA 92011

August 30, 2010 
Subject: I-5 Expansion Project: Our questions

The residents of Harbor Pointe have many questions which we need to have addressed. We 
oppose this project as the negative affect on our community, 362 homeowners, is one that will 
have serious consequences. 
Our questions to you: 

1. In reference to the EIR – The map in Chapter 3 (specifically 3.7-16) did not contain ay 
analysis of key views for Poinsettia where the proposed improvements will blend in with 
the existing improvements for the expansion. We would like to see the current existing 
view and proposed views for all scenarios. 

2. Please provide full details of horizontal limits of proposed sounds walls that are 
proposed within the areas specified in Item 1 above (This information should include full 
sections of overall height of walls from existing finished grade at points at 100-foot 
intervals and at 50-foot intervals along curved sections of the wall. 

3. Significant views will potentially be impacted within the entire Harbor Pointe 
development. We are requesting that CALTRANS erect temporary story-poles depicting 
the overall height of the proposed sound walls at the easterly limit of the I-5 expansion 
limit and the northerly limit of Poinsettia improvements. 

4. How many homes specifically will be displaced by all proposed construction scenarios 
(i.e. 10+4 with buffer alternative, 10+4 with barrier alternative, 8+4 with buffer alternative, 
and 8+4 with barrier alternative). If there are any additional alternatives that we have 
omitted, then please indicate what those scenarios are with the number of displaced 
homes per scenario. Please indicate displaced homes by address and APN. 

5. Harbor Pointe has fire lanes that are mandated by the City of Carlsbad. What are the 
specific plans by CALTRANS to replace existing fire lanes, at no cost to HP, if any or all 
are lost via the eminent domain process. 

02

01

04

05

06

03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted. 

Responses to specific questions raised in your correspondence 
follow.

02 Preparation of visual simulations from all possible viewpoints is not 
practicable.  Rather, as described in Section 3.7.3, Environmental 
Consequences, of the EIR/EIS, under the heading Analysis of Key 
Views, it is necessary to select a number of representative key 
viewpoints that would most clearly display the visual effects of the 
project and also represent the primary viewer groups potentially 
affected by the project.  Based on these representative and typical 
views, it is possible to evaluate the extent and magnitude of potential 
change that could occur anywhere along the I-5 improvements.  In 
the area of I-5 containing Poinsettia Lane, primary view elements 
currently contain median oleanders and the Encina Power Station 
(refer to Figure 3.7-111 in this Final EIR/EIS).  For the Poinsettia 
Lane area improvements, a proposed Soundwall (S750), which 
could be up to 16 feet tall, is recommended for the northeast side 
of the interchange.  If installed, the wall would start at Poinsettia 
Lane and continue north.  A smaller wall (S736) is recommended 

Responses to Mary LeBlanc
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south of the interchange; also on the east side of I-5, and south 
of the undeveloped area immediately adjacent to the interchange.  
That wall is recommended to vary from 8 to 12 feet tall and would 
replace an existing 6-foot-tall barrier.  Retaining walls also would 
be located both north and south of the interchange.  These walls 
would introduce a more consistent and larger scale built element 
than currently exists along this specific stretch of I-5.  As shown 
on Final EIR/EIS Figure 3.7-112, the proposed project would result 
in the removal of mature trees, increased proximity to I-5, and 
incompatibility with the community entry.  It would not result in loss 
of views to scenic resources or creation of a “tunneling” effect. 

03 Regarding design information for identified soundwalls in the 
vicinity of the Poinsettia Lane Interchange, the general locations 
of proposed Soundwalls S736 and S750 are shown on Final EIR/
EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 42 through 45, while the preliminarily 
recommended dimensions (length and height) are provided in 
Tables 3.15.27 through 3.15.30.  Because the design process is not 
complete, however, the additional specific information requested 
for these soundwalls is not yet available.

04 Soundwall S750 has been recommended for construction 
in the area east of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane and would 
be between 12 and 16 feet tall (refer to Table 3.15.29).  While 
the final design of soundwalls has not been determined, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, identifies several 
alternative soundwall designs, including transparent materials 
to retain desirable views (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).
The use of story poles is not anticipated.  Story poles provide a 
tool to help in the assessment of visual impacts and whether or 
not mitigation should be required.  Knowledge of the study area, 
design specifications, and the community have allowed Caltrans 
to assess substantial and adverse visual effect overall based on 
soundwalls and retaining walls proposed as part of the project.  
The potential for minimization and mitigation of this impact also 
has been considered (e.g., the potential use of transparent 
materials noted above).  For more information regarding potential 
visual effects of the proposed improvement, please refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects.”  
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05 Regarding property acquisition as a result of the proposed project, 
if the project is approved, the number of property acquisitions 
would be based on final project design as well as which alternative 
is selected by decision makers.  Section 3.4.2, Relocations and 
Real Property Acquisition, of the EIR/EIS, has an approximation 
of the number of property acquisitions per alternative, as currently 
designed.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.   With regard to specific properties, however, 
Caltrans is continuing to refine the project design and to work to 
minimize the project’s footprint to avoid impacts to properties to 
the extent possible, including the potential need for temporary 
construction easements.  Further refinement will continue through 
final project design, and final precise numbers and dimensions of 
properties required will not be known until that time.  It is important 
to note that it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts 
to properties that abut an existing highway system.  For more 
information regarding specifics of property acquisition, please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.”

Caltrans would provide fair market value compensation for any 
property impacts required to maintain the fire lanes.  However, 
under the preliminary design of the Preferred Alternative, no 
impacts to designated private streets and fire lanes located 
at the Harbor Pointe Community are anticipated.  Temporary 
construction and footing easements may be required, however, to 
accommodate a retaining wall at the southern end of the community 
in the vicinity of the proposed Poinsettia Lane northbound on-
ramp.  In addition, no direct impacts are anticipated from the 
construction of recommended Soundwall S750 on the east side 
of I-5 and along the western community boundary.  Please refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 through 45, for the locations 
of the noted soundwall and retaining wall, which is shown on 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 45, of the Final EIR/EIS.

06
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6. Please provided a full plan and profile view details with dimensions from existing 
improvements to proposed sound walls and freeway improvements. The map on page 2-
54 of Chapter 2 is insufficient in data provided. 

CITIZEN COMMENT FORM 
CALTRANS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
PROPOSED I-5 WIDENING PROJECT 

RE:  I-5 Expansion Project 
Date:  August 30, 2010 
The residents of Harbor Pointe have many questions which we need to have addressed.  We 
oppose this project as the negative effect on our community, 362 homeowners, is one that will 
have serious consequences. 
Our questions to you: 
In reference to the EIR – the map in Chapter 3 (specifically 3.7-16) did not contain any analysis 
of key views for Poinsettia and I-5.  We are requesting sufficient details of proposed 
improvements on the east side of I-5 adjacent to Harbor Pointe and on the northerly side of 
Poinsettia where the proposed improvements will blend in with the existing improvements for 
the expansion.  We would like to see the current existing view and proposed views for all 
scenarios. 

Please provide full details of horizontal limits of proposed sound walls that are proposed within 
the areas specified in Item 1 above (This information should include full sections of overall 
height of walls from existing finished grade at points at 100-foot intervals and at 50-foot intervals 
along curved sections of the wall. 

Significant views will potentially be impacted within the entire Harbor Pointe development.  We 
are requesting that Caltrans erect temporary story-poles depicting the overall height of the 
proposed sound walls at the easterly limit of the I-5 expansion limit and the northerly limit of 
Poinsettia improvements. 

How many homes specifically will be displaced by all proposed construction scenarios (i.e. 10 + 
4 with buffer alternative, 10 + 4 with barrier alternative, 8 + 4 with buffer alternative, and 8 + 4 
with barrier alternative).  If there are any additional alternatives that we have omitted, then 
please indicate what those scenarios are with the number of displaced homes per scenario.  
Please indicate displaced homes by address and APN. 

Harbor Pointe has fire lanes that are mandated by the City of Carlsbad.  What are the specific 
plans by Caltrans to replace existing fire lanes, at no cost to HP, if any or all are lost via the 
eminent domain process. 

Please provide a full plan and profile view details with dimensions from existing improvements 
to proposed sound walls and freeway improvements.  The map on page 254 of chapter 2 is 
insufficient in data provided. 

What are setback requirements for proposed sound wall to westerly edge of Quiet Cove Drive?  
We fail to see how you can erect a sound wall on westerly edge of the curb.  Please provide 
sufficient detail of what the existing and proposed improvements of Quiet Cove Drive will look 
like.  Will Quiet Cove Drive be taken through eminent domain? 

09

08

07
07 Regarding project plans, final design has not been completed.  More 

precise design plans would be prepared following the selection of 
an alternative, if a build alternative is selected.  As indicated in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, the Project Features Maps (Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K) represent the 10+4 Buffer
alternative because it is the average footprint width among the 
project build alternatives.  The other project alternatives have a 
variable footprint width of up to approximately 12 feet in either 
direction.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft Figures
2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao).   Please also refer to the response to 
your Comment 03 above regarding available design information 
for Soundwalls S736 and S750.

08 This comment reiterates issues raised in association with your 
Comments 01 through 07.  Please refer to those responses.

09 Regarding design information for Soundwall S750 in the vicinity 
of Quiet Cove Drive, the general location of proposed Soundwall 
S750 is shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 through 
45.  Because the design process is not complete, the additional 
specific information requested for these soundwalls is not available.  
However, no changes to Quiet Cove Drive would occur with the 
implementation of the project build alternatives, with the exception 
of Soundwall S750.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 
43.  As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall 
S750 would range in height from 12 to 16 feet.  It is anticipated 
that Quiet Cove Drive would not be subject to acquisition for 
the project improvements.  Based on the preliminary design, in 
order to construct the recommended wall, some property from the 
backyards of homes adjacent to I-5 on Quiet Cove Drive may be 
required.  However, Caltrans does not condemn property in order to 
construct soundwalls.  Rather, rights of access to private property 
or the need to provide an easement to Caltrans may be negotiated 
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The noise studies in chapter 3 indicate that noise pollution will increase by the proposed 
development with mitigation by way of proposed sound walls.  There is quite a bit of talk about 
sound walls not being feasible due to budget constraints.  Please confirm that the sound wall as 
shown on figure 2.2.14aa will be constructed if any proposed improvements for the I-5 
expansion are approved. 

Figure 2.2.14aa indicates the proposed R-O-W line.  Please indicate what portions of Harbor 
Pointe development (common use areas or street areas) that you are planning on taking 
through eminent domain and what the proposed compensation for these areas will be.  The 
proposed changes will significantly alter the aesthetics and safety of the existing subdivision and 
compensation needs to be appropriate. 

Provide more detail as to what noise receptor sites are besides sound walls and what impact 
they will have on the homeowners (i.e. R14.7 through 14.18…) 

Is widening the I-5 really the solution on the coast?  The majority of the SD coastline is 
developed and being as “green” as California wants private developers to become seems to 
contradict what is being proposed here.  A private developer would never be able to develop 
through five lagoons and impact individuals in this magnitude.  More detail needs to be provided 
overall as to the impacts of this development on Harbor Pointe. 

10

11

13

12

with property owners prior to building a soundwall.  Ultimate 
conclusions regarding soundwall installation would be based on 
the final design, completion of the property owner coordination as 
documented in the final Noise Abatement Decision Report, and 
approval by review agencies.

Regarding the status of identified soundwalls on Draft EIR/EIS 
Figure 2-2.14aa (Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 43 [S736 
and S750]), both of these structures have been preliminarily 
recommended for construction (refer to Tables 3.15.28 and 
3.15.30), with final decisions to be made as part of the ongoing 
project design process.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional details regarding the 
soundwall planning process.

09
cont.

10

11 Regarding potential property impacts to the Harbor Pointe 
community, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts 
to properties that abut an existing highway system, through efforts 
such as adoption of the previously noted Preferred Alternative.  As 
described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the 
proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts, where 
possible, by taking reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the 
grading footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing structures 
while still meeting project objectives.  As can be seen on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 43, it is not currently anticipated 
that the referenced area would be directly impacted or require 
acquisition.  If that situation is subsequently changed, an appraisal 
would be performed to determine the fair market value and an 
offer of just compensation would be made.  

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 for information 
regarding potential project-related impacts to the aesthetics of 
the area.

With regard to safety concerns, it is assumed that your concern 
is regarding the proximity of residents to the highway.  Though no 
design can account for every possible accident scenario, routine 
highway design plans take into account cars moving at high rates 
of speed and slope the route to keep cars on the throughway 
under foreseeable conditions.  Guard rails are also provided as 
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11
cont.

12

appropriate.  The northbound route adjacent to your property is not 
on a major curve or slope that would result in heightened concerns 
about safety.  

13 The location of the proposed improvements along this coastal 
portion of I-5 in large part depends upon the fact that the problem 
with peak hour congestion is located along this segment.  Please 
also note that where an existing transportation facility is proposed for 
upgrades, potential natural resource and community impacts often 
would be greater if the transportation facility is moved to another 
location. The improvements included in the proposed I-5 NCC 
Project are part of an overall program to improve transportation 
in the region, which is guided by the San Diego Association of 
Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
for 2050.  In addition to improvements to I-5, the RTP includes 
improvements to other forms of transportation to accommodate 
future demand including bus and rail service.  The coordinated 
implementation of improvements to all forms of transportation 

Regarding additional detail on noise receptors associated with 
individual soundwalls (including R14.7 through R14.18) and related 
effects on homeowners, this information is provided in the EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, as well as the project’s Noise Study Report 
(NSR).  Specifically, for noise receptors R14.7 through R14.18, 
please refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 and 44,
as well as Tables 3.15.29 and 3.15.30; as well as Section 7.0, 
Future Noise Environment, Impacts, and Abatement Measures, of 
the project NSR.  Noise receptors represent sampling locations 
(near homes, schools, parks, hospitals, etc.) that provide accurate 
existing information on which to base the noise model.  These 
existing noise conditions from representative sensitive noise 
receptors are used to calibrate the model, so the noise technical 
specialist is confident that modeled future conditions will accurately 
predict “real world” future conditions.  The location of a “sensitive 
receptor” would not have any physical impact on homeowners 
or property.  Additional detail on noise receptors associated with 
individual soundwalls (including R14.7 through R14.18) and 
related effects to homeowners are provided in the sources listed 
in the response to your Comment 09.
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cont.

in the North Coast Corridor would achieve the “green” objective 
identified in this comment by reducing vehicle miles traveled and 
the corresponding amount of energy consumed in transporting 
people and goods through the corridor.   

As would be required of private development, impacts to the lagoons 
from the proposed project are required to be avoided or minimized.  
General project-related effects to wetlands and biological 
resources are addressed under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  Based on those analyses, project impacts 
would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures such as conformance with regulatory requirements and 
related efforts, including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or 
acquisition.  The Preferred Alternative is the least impactive of the 
build alternatives on lagoon resources.  Furthermore, based on 
additional studies prepared as part of the Supplemental EIR/EIS, 
several of the bridges over the lagoon would be lengthened to 
encourage the exchange of tidal water.  

Caltrans will continue to work with adjacent land owners and 
residents as to specific effects on their properties.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition 
Valuation.”

The analysis of individual developments within the corridor in the 
Draft EIR/EIS was somewhat generalized given the absence of 
final improvement plans.  The potential effects of the proposed 
project on Harbor Pointe were assessed on a generally worst-case 
basis, however, using the potential footprint of a 10+4 development 
scenario.  As noted in the response to your Comment 11, no physical 
encroachment would be anticipated into this development. Also,
as indicated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 42 through 
45, which depict the Preferred Alternative (refined 8+4 Buffer), 
freeway noise would be expected to increase in the development 
and a noise barrier would be necessary along the freeway 
right-of-way.
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837
Charles Leighton
Tuesday, October 05, 2010 4:18 PM  
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report Proposed I-5  

CalTrans needs to not only include a new alternative freeway and alignment between I-5 and I-
15, but also address and possibly integrate the local portion of the proposed State high speed 
train system between San Diego and Sacramento.

The freeway would be an extension and re-alignment of I-805 from about Mira Mesa Blvd to a 
junction with SR-76 northeast of Vista.   

The rail system would occupy a portion of the freeway ROW, being parallel with and/or between 
the freeway lanes.  North of Vista, the rail system could continue across Camp Pendleton in a 
manner to cause minimum conflict with Marine Corps operations, such as by tunnels and 
above-ground structures.  

This combination alternative could also simplify the next major public conflict issue: The rail 
system that may soon move into detailed planning.  Combining the I-5 Widening Project with the 
rail project could be a win-win step for all local area citizens, and both transportation projects.  

Charles Leighton
462 Santa Alicia  
Solana Beach, CA 92075
Tel (858) 755-8111  
cdandmaleighton@sbcglobal.net  

01

02

01 Thank you for your comments regarding the project design, which 
are part of the public record.  Regarding the potential to construct 
an additional freeway corridor, the regional transportation network 
that is anticipated over the next 40 years is identified in the 
2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The RTP outlines 
projects for highways, local streets, rail and bus services, and 
bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  There are no plans in the 2050 
RTP to construct a new north-south freeway between I-5 and 
I-15.  The land between I-5 and I-15 has been mostly developed 
with uses consistent with local land use plans, which also do not 
identify a new freeway alignment.  The focus of the 2050 RTP 
is to provide a variety of travel choices and multimodal facilities 
by improving the existing transportation system.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System” for additional information 
on the multimodal nature of the regional transportation system. 

With respect to high-speed rail, according to the California High 
Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 2012 Business Plan, the high-
speed rail segment from San Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim 
is not anticipated to be complete until 2029, with the segment from 
Los Angeles to San Diego following later.  Thus, potential traffic 
benefits associated with high-speed rail would not occur until well 
into the future.  Additionally, the northern-most San Diego County 
stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by downtown San 
Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed by this rail line.  This 
travel mode would be expected to divert longer-range travelers 
from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount of the peak 
hour commuters from I-5, and, therefore, would not be expected 
to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the North 
Coast Corridor.  Planning for these improvements is outside of 
the purview of Caltrans and is being conducted by the California 
High Speed Rail Authority.  The proposed I-5 improvements are 
considered necessary to address existing congestion as well 
as that projected to occur in the future.  Employing a planning 
horizon through 2050 for the I-5 NCC Project allows the region 
to work toward complex solutions, such as high-speed rail that 

Responses to Charles Leighton
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02

takes an extended period to implement while maintaining the flow 
of regional traffic in the interim.  

As described in Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives,” a 
number of transportation improvement alternatives was screened 
for the North Coast Corridor early in the planning process, including 
light rail and monorail within the freeway corridor; however, the 
regional planning effort determined that these alternatives would 
not be pursued at this time.  Please refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 regarding high-speed rail.  Please also note that, 
although rail along the freeway is not currently proposed by the 
regional transportation planning agencies, please note the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation. Efforts include the 
expansion of the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) rail line as well as new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, 
and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort, and it is Caltrans’ responsibility to use transportation 
monies provided for the upgrade of the State highway system 
in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of driver 
need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those highway 
facilities.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Rail Preference” 
for additional discussion information regarding planned rail 
improvements.

01
cont.
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726
Gerald Lelais 
08/21/2010 08:52 PM  
Subject: Comment on CalTrans Draft Environmental Impact Report on I-5 widening 

To the attention of Caltrans, Sandag, the California Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger, the 
Governor Candidates Meg Whitman and Jerry Brown, the San Diego Mayor Jerry Sanders, the 
City Councilmember Sherri Lightner, the Carmel Valley Community Planning Board and the 
Carmel Valley News.  

I am a resident of Carmel Valley (92130), living north of SR-56 and east of I-5, within 0.5 miles 
from the freeway. Together with many neighbors along the 27 miles I-5 expansion project, I 
have a number of concerns about the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project draft EIR that 
Caltrans has recently presented. Below, I have listed the problems into separate issues and 
hope you will agree with me that the project is an absolute nonsense.  

1) Greenhouse gas emission: California is the leading State towards the fight of global warming 
(see AB 32 and SB 375). However, this project and the entire 2030 RTP have major flaws in 
terms of reducing greenhouse gas emission. The construction of new lanes on I-5 will only 
increase our dependence on the automobile (and thus foreign oil) and dramatically increase 
greenhouse gas emission and air pollution. This is in marked contrast with what is in both AB 32 
and SB 375. Why not spending the $4+ billions in the construction of a comprehensive public 
transportation system? Why not go ahead with the 2050RTP and put the 2030RTP on hold?  

2) Congestion: As highlighted in the EIR, congestion on I-5 won’t significantly change, no matter 
which alternative is selected. The two major bottlenecks we are experiencing now (from Del Mar 
Heights to Manchester Avenue and from Las Flores Drive to Oceanside Blvd) will remain the 
same or even worsen with the construction of any of the build alternative. For the remaining part 
of the project only minimal improvements will be achieved. The bottom line is that the project is 
not solving the current problems!  

3) Noise: The noise level along the freeway is already higher than mandated by State or Federal 
regulations. The freeway expansion will only make things worse. Many of the noise abatement 
options have been discarded due to their prohibitive price tag and leave us all without any viable 
solution. In particular, I am concerned that no sound wall will be built northbound between 
Carmel Valley Road and Del Mar Heights. Our neighborhood will be heavily impacted, with 
noises that are projected to increase dramatically. What is Caltrans’ plan to avoid this?  

4) Aesthetics/visual impact: San Diego is the only county on the west coast to have a view of 
the pacific while driving along the freeway. The building of extra lanes and retaining walls will 
completely change the scenery and we will loose up to 70% of the view of the ocean. Not to 
mention the devastating change in scenery that residents of Ida Avenue, Devonshire Drive in 
Encinitas, Union Street in Encinitas, Orpheus Avenue in Encinitas, Holiday Perk in Carlsbad and 
Pine Street in Carlsbad will be faced with.  

5) Housing: it is undeniably wrong for any type of improvement to take someone’s property and 
call it eminent domain. With this project up to 110 homes and 13 businesses will be taken. 
Why? For the good of whom? What advantages do residents of San Diego County have in this 
project?  

03

02

01

04

05

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Regarding 
greenhouse gas (GHG) generation, EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate
Change, provides an analysis of project GHG emissions, including 
a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  As described therein, the project build alternatives 
are estimated to reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions 
in the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per day compared 
to the No Build alternative.  These decreases would be due to 
the decreased congestion and improved travel times along the 
corridor, as discussed below for general air quality concerns.  
The San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the I-5 project along 
with other multimodal solutions, and forecasts a countywide 
reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020 as required by 
California Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32 and California Senate Bill (CA 
SB) 375.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” 
for additional information on global warming and climate change 
issues.

With respect to general air quality concerns, and as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, 
project implementation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.    Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on air pollutants.  Similarly, as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated 
to result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by 
relieving congestion and reducing out of direction travel.  

Responses to Gerald Lelais
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01
cont.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of 
these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding mass transit options. Please also refer to 
the Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
on issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

Consistent with your comment, project phasing and consistency 
with the existing Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) has been 
updated using the 2011-approved 2050 RTP.  The SANDAG 
revenue-constrained projects lists in the 2050 RTP include the 
proposed project.  From the I-5 / I-805 merge north to Vandegrift 
Boulevard, the proposed facility is shown with existing general 
purpose freeway lanes ranging in number from 8 to 14, depending 
on segment, as well as the 4 HOV/Managed Lanes proposed 
by the Preferred Alternative, which was identified subsequent to 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS.

02 The proposed project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor.  To this end, associated 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  It is acknowledged that 
the proposed project would not eliminate congestion.   Specifically 
with regard to the bottlenecks that you identify, the 8+4 build 
alternatives would result in improved operations relative to the 
No Build alternative in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours southbound 
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cont.

between Oceanside Boulevard and Las Flores Drive. These 
alternatives would also worsen operations, from level of service 
(LOS) E to LOS F, only in the a.m. peak hour from Via de la Valle 
to Del Mar Heights Road, with all other portions of these segments 
continuing to operate at the same LOS as under the No Build 
alternative.  Overall, the project would result in substantially less 
congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  For 
example, as outlined in EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound 
weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build alternative would 
be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced 
to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 
8+4 alternatives.

03 With respect to concerns on existing and potential project-related 
noise levels, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise.  As described therein, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 
67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which
have  been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, as well as Section 3.15).

Regarding the area east of I-5 between Carmel Valley and Del 
Mar Heights roads, no soundwalls were identified or proposed 
therein  because the associated existing land uses within project 
limits are exclusively commercial,  thus are  not considered “noise 
sensitive receptor locations” per the guidelines outlined in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15.  The closest residential sites in the subject area are 
located approximately 1000 feet or more from the I-5 corridor (per
review of Google Maps), thus outside the project limits.  Accordingly, 
existing and projected future (with the project implementation) 
noise levels at these residential properties would not be expected 
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cont.

to exceed applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines, based on the 
following considerations:  (1) the standard attenuation of roadway 
noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance) would substantially reduce noise levels from I-5 at 
distances of 1000 feet or more; (2) the presence of intervening 
commercial structures would provide noise shielding; and (3) the 
presence of an intervening six-lane surface street (El Camino 
Real), which likely represents the primary traffic-related noise 
source at the noted residential sites.  As a result, noise-abatement 
measures associated with the proposed project would not be 
required or proposed in the described area.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

04 Retaining walls and noise barriers are common features along I-5 
and other freeways within the State.  Please note that specific to the 
loss of ocean views, view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most visible 
across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and 
these views would be maintained.  Some soundwalls or sections 
of soundwalls have not been recommended in part because of 
impacts to coastal views.  In addition, walls are linear facilities, 
with views shifting as the viewer moves along or adjacent to the 
freeway corridor.

For more information regarding effects of the proposed project 
relative to viewers along I-5, please refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects.”  Please note that the loss of an ocean 
view shown on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be 
avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112 of this Final EIR/EIS).  Project-
related impacts to existing views would be addressed to the 
extent practicable through implementation of project measures to 
address associated potential visual concerns.

Visual impacts from specific key view locations are disclosed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics.  As described in that 
section, the visual impact at Ida Avenue, Devonshire Drive, 
Orpheus Avenue, Holiday Park, and Pine Street would be 
moderate to high due to construction of retaining walls; the impact 
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cont.

at Union Street would be moderately high due to construction of a 
pedestrian overcrossing.  Project design measures are proposed 
in Section 3.7.4 to address associated potential visual concerns.  
Specifically, these may include efforts such as the corridor-wide 
replacement and/or installation of landscaping enhancements to 
provide visual screening and blending; use of retaining walls in 
applicable locations to reduce grading requirements; incorporation 
of landscaped earthen berms as noise-abatement facilities where 
practicable (i.e., in lieu of, or in combination with, structural walls); 
use of articulated or textural facades on retaining walls and 
soundwalls to provide contrast and avoid a monolithic appearance; 
use of transparent materials in soundwall design where practicable 
to retain desirable views; and incorporation of terraced designs for 
applicable walls to accommodate associated landscape screening 
(refer to EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122).
Minimization measures applied to pedestrian overcrossings would 
include enhanced fencing, railings, architectural features, and 
other urban amenities.  Nonetheless, the EIR/EIS concludes that 
the overall visual impact of each mitigated build alternative would 
remain high.

05 Regarding direct impacts to homes and businesses, it is Caltrans’ 
intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that 
abut an existing highway system.  The proposed project has 
been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives by taking reduced amounts of 
additional right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and is 
identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  If the 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative (Preferred Alternative) is approved for 
construction, it is currently anticipated that a total of 20 residential 
uses would require relocation (8 single family homes, 2 duplex 
units, and 10 multi-family units).  Where such impacts cannot be 
avoided, affected properties would be subject to an appraisal to 
determine the fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just 
compensation would be made.  Please refer to Topical Response 
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6) Environmental impact: The project will cross seven ecologically sensitive lagoons, changing 
dramatically their ecosystem and disturbing endangered species. In addition, the character of 
North San Diego County will be changed forever to the worse. Several schools are less than 0.5 
miles from the freeway. The expansion will cause an increase in air pollution in the surrounding of 
those schools, which is harmful for the health of our children. They are our future and we are not 
making them a favor with this project. The I-5 expansion will have a high impact in the increase in 
health related expenses in South California. How are you remedying to this problem?  

7) Enhancement plan: One thing I appreciate from the project is the community enhancement 
plan around Carmel Valley Road. Beside the enhancement of the park and ride facility, the 
connection of the bicycle path is something that is long due. However, I have some concerns 
about the way the path is projected. Namely, how much above sea level will the path be? 
Currently, the path underneath I-5 at Carmel Valley road is often filled with water and I am afraid 
it will become even worse after the path is fully built.  

8) Funding: The project has a price tag of up to $4.3 billions. How much of the project is already 
funded? How much of the project is funded by tax money? It looks like we are throwing money 
out of the window, building something that will only make things worse in terms of gas 
emissions, air pollution, noise levels, and more.  

Similar projects have been built in the past in Los Angeles and have proven to be a disaster. 
Didn’t we learn anything from it? For once, could we be more visionary and emulate Los 
Angeles traffic projects of recent years (e.g. 30/10 initiative). Instead of widening I-5 for the next 
40 years, shouldn’t we start building public transit infrastructures that will actually help our 
communities in the long run? What we need is to accomplish 30 or more years’ worth of transit 
projects in the next 10 years to help revive the economy and our cities. Let’s use the $4+ billions 
estimated for this project to build our future and not to destroy it.  

Finally, the project on its entirety is deceptive. Although it highlights build alternatives 8+4 and 
10+4 lanes (total 12 to 14 lanes) the pictures inside the EIR show up to 18 lanes. How is this 
possible? This is totally misleading information.  

With the hope of changing things for the best.  

Sincerely yours,  

Gerald Lelais  
3965 Caminito del Mar Surf  
San Diego, CA 92130

09/15/2010 08:06 PM  
Subject: Comment on CalTrans Draft Environmental Impact Report on I-5 widening 

Dear Ms. Harrison,  
In addition to my e-mail from August 21, 2010 I would like the following questions to be included 
in the public record for the I-5 North Coast Corridor EIR and answered by Caltrans accordingly.  

I participated to the public hearing that was held in Solana Beach on August 24, 2010. One of 
my major concerns is that Caltrans wants to move forward with a project that is not going to help 
San Diego on the long run. If you want to be futuristic, you should start thinking about public 
mass transit projects instead of freeway expansions. The only hint of public transportation about 

09
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06
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11
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05
cont.

“Property Acquisition” regarding specifics of property acquisition, 
and to Topical Response “Acquisition Valuation” for information 
regarding property valuation with regards to acquisition.

Regarding project benefits to residents of the San Diego region, 
the proposed project would increase the capacity of this portion 
of I-5 to relieve both existing and reasonably anticipated future 
congestion through the design year of 2050, which would also 
reduce emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases, and would 
reduce fuel consumption.  It would also provide additional modal 
choices through the HOV/Managed Lanes that are envisioned as 
part of the planned multimodal regional transit system.  

06 Regarding potential project-related impacts to lagoons, community 
character, air pollution, and associated potential health effects, the 
following responses are offered. 

Potential biological impacts to the six coastal lagoons and/or 
associated waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated under 
the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  Based on 
those analyses, project impacts would be avoided, minimized, and/
or mitigated through appropriate measures such as conformance 
with regulatory requirements and related efforts including habitat 
preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for information on focused 
studies completed since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 
2010, as well as the importance of the Transportation Regional 
Enhancement Program.  This program is being coordinated 
among the transportation planning agencies with oversight by the 
California Coastal Commission and wildlife resource agencies and 
will address transportation-related impacts on a regional scale.

With regard to the character of North County, the changes to 
the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature.  The North 
Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part of northern 
San Diego County; generally characterized by its coastal location, 
ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, commercial centers 
and activities, as well as preserves associated with coastal 
lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Character 
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cont.

and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and landform 
modification would be within a developed urban area. Caltrans has 
also worked with local jurisdictions along the project corridor to 
develop a number of potential community enhancement projects.  
The identified enhancement projects encompass several facilities 
in the vicinity of Del Mar Heights, including the following: (1) a 
Carmel Valley Bike/Pedestrian trail connection; (2) an enhanced 
park and ride at Carmel Valley Road; (3) a Sorrento Valley Road 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail Connection from Carmel 
Valley Road to Carmel Mountain Road; (4) a Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Enhanced Trail and Bridge on the west side of I-5 at San Dieguito 
Lagoon; (5) a pedestrian overpass connection north of Del Mar 
Heights Road; and (6) implementation of the I-5 North Coast Bike 
Trail, which is intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative 
along the entire I-5 project corridor.  These and other identified 
enhancement facilities within the project corridor, if implemented, 
would foster community improvement through the creation and/
or enhancement of pedestrian or bicycle access, connection of 
pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit centers, enhancement 
of non-vehicular connectivity across I-5, and creation of trailheads 
and other recreational opportunities within local communities 
throughout the I-5 project area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 
North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects).
Overall, because the project generally would improve (rather 
than adversely impact) recreational facilities and would enhance 
access within the community, the implementation of new project 
features is not expected to have an adverse effect on regional 
community character.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” for additional discussion.  

Regarding general air quality concerns, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 01 above.  As noted therein, project 
implementation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  With respect to potential air quality-related health 
effects, the analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be 
an approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with 
MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 
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3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential 
for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as 
previously indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall 
air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 
13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 
and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the 
nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion 
and related emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that 
air quality related health effects would be improved over existing 
conditions. As a result, no additional associated mitigation is 
required or proposed, although  EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 does 
identify a number of measures to address potential short-term 
(construction) air quality concerns, including efforts to reduce the 
generation of particulates (e.g., dust) and vehicle and equipment 
emissions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on air quality and related health issues.

07 With respect to the potential Carmel Valley pedestrian/bicycle 
trail segments, the ultimate design of the bicycle trail connections 
identified as a potential community enhancement associated with 
Carmel Valley Road would determine the appropriate elevation 
of the trail to ensure that it would not be adversely affected by 
flooding.

Federal, State, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project
have been identified, and monies are being tracked.  For instance, 
the proposed project is also funded through the TransNet program, 
a voter-approved half-cent sales tax for regional transportation 
projects in San Diego County. Tracking of TransNet monies 
can be referenced at www.sandag.org.  The proposed project 
(the Preferred Alternative) is a refined version of the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative described in the Draft EIR/EIS.  This is the smallest 
potential build alternative, both in footprint and in cost.  As 
noted in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, Appendix A, I-5 
improvements from the I-5 / I-805 Merge to Vandegrift Boulevard 
in Oceanside are included in the Revenue Constrained Plan.  
Monies allocated total approximately $3.2 billion.

08
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Although all funding sources are constrained due to larger economic 
issues, upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic Highway 
Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.

With respect to potential concerns related to “gas emissions” 
(assumed to refer to GHG), air pollution (air quality), and noise 
levels, please refer to the response to your Comments 01 (GHG 
and air quality), 03 (noise) and 06 (air quality and related potential 
health effects).

09 Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding mass 
transit.  SANDAG’s 2050 RTP is designed to expedite and facilitate 
mass transit.  The largest proportion of the transportation funding 
identified in the RTP will go toward transit.  Under the 2050 RTP, 
mass transit will receive 36 percent of the funds in the first 10 years.  
The percentage dedicated to transit will grow each decade, up to 
44 percent from 2021 to 2030, 47 percent in the third decade, and 
57 percent in the last decade of the plan.  More specifically, the 
Early Action Program developed for TransNet sales tax revenues 
places a major emphasis on funding transit-related projects 
including:  upgrades to the Blue and Orange San Diego Trolley 
routes, construction of a Mid-Coast route for the San Diego Trolley, 
new and modified bus rapid transit (BRT) transit stations along 
I-15 between State Route (SR) 163 and SR-78, construction of 
HOV/Managed Lanes on segments of I-15 and I-805, double-
tracking along the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
rail corridor, and rapid bus service in Mid-City.  Additionally, to 
further ensure an emphasis is placed on mass transit, phasing 
of transportation improvements within the North Coast Corridor 
would comply with California Senate Bill 468, which, among other 
provisions, requires that multimodal projects occur concurrently 
with construction of all or a portion of the capacity-increasing I-5 
project, as specified in the Public Works Plan.
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The project alternative labeling refers to the general number of 
main lanes and HOV/Managed Lanes in a typical cross section.  
While this labeling is used to easily distinguish between the various 
build alternatives, details regarding the number of lanes that would 
occur in specific locations are detailed in EIR/EIS Section 2.2,
Alternatives, and the accompanying graphics.  For example, 
where the existing I-5 segment contains four or more general 
purpose lanes in each direction, the only change to through lanes 
would be an addition of HOV/Managed Lanes in each direction.  
If there is already one HOV lane available, only one additional 
HOV/Managed Lane would be provided.  This is considered the 
minimum amount of potential improvement.  Where the existing 
facility currently contains six north or southbound through lanes, 
however, two additional HOV/Managed Lanes would still be added 
in each direction.  Between the I-5 / I-805 merge and SR-56, the 
existing facility contains up to seven general purpose lanes and 
one HOV lane in each direction. The I-5 NCC Project would add 
an additional HOV/Managed Lane both north and southbound in 
this area.  Please also see discussion of (non-through) auxiliary 
lanes in the EIR/EIS.

10

11 Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
mass transit and the role of the proposed project in the overall 
transportation system.



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-596

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

the project is the construction of the 2 HOV lanes on each direction that could be used by 
buses. However, if no public transportation network is added around the freeway, than even the 
HOV lanes will be useless. What is your plan to avoid a complete fiasco? Will the public 
transportation network be implemented at the same time as the construction of the HOV lanes?  

Below are additional considerations about the EIR for which I would very much appreciate your 
feedback:  

1) In order to avoid expanding the entire 27 miles of freeway and to destroy up to 113 homes (or 
more) in the process, why don’t we just convert one general-purpose lane into a HOV lane, and 
build therefore a 6+4 alternative? The project will cost much less and the savings could be 
invested in a comprehensive public transportation system. One HOV lane should be reserved 
for buses to connect north to south every 10 minutes. If a complementary and affordable (!) 
public transportation network is also built, than many people would convert from the car to mass 
transit, and the reduction of lanes on the freeway won’t have any negative impact. Why is this 
option not selected as one of the alternatives?  

2) I have a lot of reservations about the accuracy and relevance of the noise level 
measurements. I am living in Caminito del Mar Surf (92130) with my master bedroom facing I-5. 
After asking a Caltrans specialist at the noise table about the noise measurements around my 
area (e.g. Portofino Dr.), I was told that the level just west of the freeway was 74 db and the one 
about 400 ft west of the freeway was 66 db. In addition, I was told that the measurements were 
taken between April and June 2004. It is well documented from historic data that especially the 
months of May and June (May gray and June gloom) are characterized by the presence of a 
thick marine layer cloud cover (thick fog) that keeps the air cool and damp within several miles 
of the coast, even past the I-5. It is also well documented (see for example: Dennis A. Bohn, J. 
Audio Eng. Soc. 1988 April, Vol. 36, No. 4) that noise dramatically increases when humidity 
changes from 0% to 40%, but decreases similarly fast going from 40% to 100%. I would argue 
therefore that measurements between April and June are in average much lower than 
measurements performed during the remaining part of the year. All noise data within the EIR 
are therefore erroneous and do not represent the reality. Why were the months of April to June 
selected for measuring the noise? Could you perform additional measurements during the other 
months of the year? What are the Federal and State maximum allowed noise levels?  

3) One improvement to the I-5 that is long due is the Genesee freeway exit. Instead of building 
what is proposed in the EIR, would it not be better to make a similar freeway exit/entry format as 
the one that is currently present at the I-805/La Jolla Village Drive interchange, while adding one 
lane on each directions over the bridge? During peak hours, Genesee Avenue is packed in both 
directions. From N. Torrey Pines Rd. going east, cars that want to take I-5 northbound are 
backed up all the way awaiting for the green at the traffic light. Similarly, going west from UTC, 
cars are backed up when trying to enter I-5 southbound. By making changes mentioned above, 
no traffic light or crossing of opposite lanes would be necessary, therefore greatly helping with 
traffic congestion.  

Thank you very much for promptly responding to my concern.  

I look forward to hearing from you.  

Best regards,
Gerald Lelais
3965 Caminito del Mar Surf  
San Diego, CA 92130
Tel: 858-847-0571 

14
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cont.

12

13

12 As discussed in Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives,” between 
1995 and 1997, Caltrans, SANDAG, and other stakeholders 
conducted scoping meetings in order to develop a Major Investment 
Study (MIS) for the corridor, in compliance with the 1991 Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA).  The MIS evaluated 
or screened 10 different freeway sections and the increase of 
capacity through addition of general purpose lanes, carpool lanes, 
managed lanes, auxiliary lanes, and elevated sections of freeway, 
etc.  Ultimately, only the 10+4 and 8+4 alternatives were selected 
for evaluation in the EIR/EIS.  Regarding your suggestion for 6+4 
alternative, reducing the number of general purpose lanes would 
not provide adequate highway capacity to maintain or improve 
future traffic levels of service or travel times within the North Coast 
Corridor and therefore would not achieve the overall project purpose 
to maintain or improve the existing future traffic operations along 
I-5 in the North Coast Corridor in order to improve the safe and 
efficient regional movement of people and goods for the project 
design year of 2050.  For this reason, such an alternative was not 
considered or evaluated as a practicable project build alternative.  
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
public transportation and the multimodal nature of the planned 
regional transportation system.  With regard to bus service, such 
comments would be better addressed to SANDAG and the North 
County Transit District (NCTD), which have the responsibility for 
planning and implementing bus service in this area.

13 With respect to noise level measurements, detailed information 
regarding short- and long-term noise measurements conducted 
for the proposed project is provided in the Noise Study Report.  
As described therein, project-related noise measurements were 
conducted primarily during the months of March, April, and June 
in 2004, with no measurements conducted during the month of 
May. A number of additional measurements specific to school 
sites were also conducted during the month of September.  As 
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noted on the Noise Measurement Forms attached to the NSR, 
documented humidity levels during the described measurements 
ranged from 12 to 94 percent, including numerous readings 
between zero and 40 percent, and between 40 and 100 percent.  
Accordingly, while humidity levels can influence the transmission 
of noise energy as noted in this comment, project-related noise 
measurements encompassed a range of atmospheric conditions 
and accurately reflect local conditions.  It should also be noted 
that the determination of future noise levels and associated noise 
abatement (e.g., soundwall) decisions are based predominantly 
on noise modeling, which includes consideration of factors 
such as atmospheric conditions.  Accordingly, the noted noise 
measurement dates were based on the overall project schedule, 
(rather than targeting specific months or seasons, as well as 
specific conditions on the measurement dates.  Specifically, this 
methodology was intended to avoid excessive wind, temperature, 
or other conditions that could skew the measurement data.  
In addition, based on the distance of the subject property 
(3965 Caminito del Mar Surf) from the I-5 corridor (approximately 
2450 feet from review of Google maps), and the presence of a 
major intervening surface street (El Camino Real, please refer 
to the response to your Comment 03), variations in atmospheric 
conditions such as humidity levels are not anticipated to influence 
associated noise levels such that applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines (as noted in response 03) are exceeded.  Based on 
the described information, no additional noise measurements are 
considered necessary or are proposed in the subject area.

14 With regard to the proposed design at the I-5 / Genesee Avenue 
Interchange, the current design maximizes the amount of 
transportation benefit possible within a very constrained footprint.  
The referenced I-805 / La Jolla Village Drive Interchange design 
includes a four quadrant clover-leaf design.  This type of interchange 
requires substantially more right-of-way than the diamond pattern 
proposed for I-5.  Given the abutting developed uses (mostly on 
the east side of I-5) and the sensitive biological habitat (mostly 
on the west side of I-5) at this intersection, the narrower design is 
considered better overall.
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Ellen Lenihan          
09/07/2010 09:15 AM  
Subject: OBJECTION TO I-5 WIDENING

I am a property owner of one of the proposed impacted residences in the Del Mar Heights area 
of San Diego on Portofino Drive. My home and property is slated for partial acquisition! I am a 
single mother of four children, this project will significantly impact my property value, as well as 
quality of life for myself and family with increase noise and pollution.  

I strongly object to this project moving forward.  
Ellen Lenihan  

September 07, 2010 9:06 AM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

I am a home owner with a property that has been identified aspartial acquistion in the proposed 
I 5 expansion in the Del Mar Heights areaof San Diego on Portofino Drive. Being a single mom 
of four children such anexpansion will significantly impact my property value and quality of life: 
increased noise and increased population. I object to this project.  

02

01

03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to potential project-related property acquisition, it is 
Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize such potential effects, 
through such efforts as avoiding properties that abut an existing 
highway system to the extent practicable.  As illustrated on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 13 and 14, the limits of existing 
right-of-way along Portofino Drive are generally anticipated to 
be retained.  In the northern portion of this area, a temporary 
construction easement and a footing easement would be required.  
As you did not provide a house number, it is uncertain whether 
these easements would affect your property; regardless, they 
are not anticipated to affect property ownership or property 
values.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value.

For noise concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, while project-related noise level increases would vary by 
location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be 
three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes 
of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners 
per applicable Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans 
Guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have  
been updated from Draft Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now
contained in Appendix K, as well as Section 3.15).  The use of such 
noise-abatement facilities has been demonstrated to be effective 
in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to 

Responses to Ellen Lenihan
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Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Regarding project-related pollution (air and water quality), these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality, and
3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  With respect to air 
quality related pollution, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation 
would result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
project-related air quality considerations.

For water quality related pollution, Section 3.10 of the EIR/EIS 
evaluates potential impacts associated with the identified build 
alternatives and the No Build alternative.  This analysis also
identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases:  maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have  been updated from Draft 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated 
and implemented to address impacts during the planning and 
design, construction, and operational phases.   Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

02 Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

03 Please refer to the responses to your Comments 01 and 02.
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Maria Lindley  
11/18/2010 01:09 PM  
Subject: Comment on I-t North Coast Corridor HOV Project San Diego  

I have attended numerous workshops and community meetings with regard to CalTrans options 
for the 27-mile stretch of freeway. I full support the No-Build alternative.  

I would like to know why alternative means of transportation are not being giving equal 
consideration to address traffic congestion.  Why can't we double track the railroad tracks to 
increase rail commuting instead of gas personal vehicles? Why can't we use bus and trolley 
systems to encourage commuting on public transportation.  Wouldn't these be equally 
expensive and therefore big cash cows to keep Caltrans busy and flourishing?  

Why does Caltrans think that a massive expansion to the freeway will result in something 
different than has been the experience in LA... that is, that the wider we make it --- i.e., more 
lanes, the more cars that will use it and ultimately jam up again.... Shouldn't we be considering 
trains and other forms of mass transit?  Can we not use other California cities as models? For 
instance the Bay Area... the BART and muni systems of public transportation?  

Alleviating traffic congestion isn't possible as long as we keep providing lanes that encourage us 
residents to use our vehicles.  Can CalTrans be forward thinking and come up with alternative 
methods that won't increase pollution on quite the same level?  

What about noise considerations, as an Encinitas resident whose family lives within 1/4 mile of 
the I-5?  What about increased particulates in the air as a result of increased traffic? I am 
concerned about these issues as a parent and homeowner.  The wildlife as well as humans will 
be adversely impacted.  Can Caltrans leave the freeway as is and focus on alternatives please? 
Why have you just now come out with a compromise alternative of reduced lanes? Does 
Caltrans think the opposition residents of San Diego feel will fold up and go away with such a 
compromise?  

Perhaps there are other areas in the State that would welcome freeways, San Diego county is a 
beautiful area that would not be enhanced by such antiquated thinking for the future.   

Thank you,
Maria Lindley  
940 Urania Ave  
Encinitas, CA  92024  

01

03

02

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort but 
is responsible for implementing only the highway improvement 
portion of the plan.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes 
are intended to give bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
A number of community enhancement features are identified 
within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  
If implemented, these features would create and/or improve 
amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit centers, 
and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding mass transit options.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Based on regional traffic projections (refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth”), these measures are not a substitute for 
freeway widening.

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system.  The projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  For example, 
the use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway 

Responses to Maria Lindley 
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capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  The 
number of additional vehicles on the road as a result of project 
improvements is, therefore, anticipated to be relatively small.  This 
would maximize the potential lifespan of the project improvements.  
It is acknowledged that the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially 
less congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  
For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total 
southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build 
alternative would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with 
this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic as 
well as to “Project Lifespan” regarding the anticipated lifespan of 
project improvements.

The project is anticipated to result in improvements to air quality 
when compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and an anticipated decrease in emitted 
pollutants with project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

02 Regarding potential noise concerns in the City of Encinitas, and 
as discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related 
noise increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions. Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based 
on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations, including  the City of Encinitas (refer to 
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Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 through 40, and
Section 3.15.4). The use of such noise abatement facilities 
has been demonstrated to be effective in the reduction of 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

With respect to particulate matter (PM) generation, and based on 
screening using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
PM guidance (as described in Section 3.14), the proposed project 
is not a Project of Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck 
volumes and percentage of traffic when comparing the build 
alternatives against a no build condition.  The proposed project 
would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic flow as 
described above and would thus contribute to lower PM emissions 
when compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project 
would therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards,
and would be unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing nonattainment of those standards.  A number of measures 
are also identified in Section 3.14 to control construction-related 
PM generation, including required conformance with applicable 
San Diego Air Pollution Control District standards and proper 
vehicle and equipment operation and maintenance.

The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with 
MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 
3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential 
for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as 
previously indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall 
air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045:  
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks.  Given the described requirements and the nature of the 
project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion and related 
emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated 
health effects would also be improved over existing conditions.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on air pollutants and related potential health effects.
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In regard to focusing on alternatives, the San Diego Association 
of Governments’ (SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) is the adopted long-range transportation blueprint for the 
San Diego regional transportation system for the next 40 years.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding the extensive review process that 
led to the identification of the build alternatives addressed in the 
EIR/EIS.

Further, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS, a number of 
alternatives were also evaluated in regard to how the I-5 widening 
identified in the 2050 RTP could occur.  Alternatives smaller than 
the 8+4 alternatives were rejected from further consideration due to 
their inability to provide adequate highway capacity to meet the year 
2020 travel demands within the project limits.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for additional discussion 
of alternatives evaluated as part of the transportation planning 
process for the North Coast Corridor.  Following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  

03
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769
Ron Lindley       
09/05/2010 09:44 PM  
Subject: RESPONSES TO THE EIR RELATED TO THE WIDENING OF I5 THROUGH 
NORTH SAND DIEGO COUNTY 

To whom it may concern,
With regard to the proposals to widen the I5 through north San Diego County, I raise the 
following objections.  
All of the options (with the exception of the no build option) will be in direct opposition to the 
Encinitas General Plan.  I identify four of these below. But, most of all, I'd like to suggest that the 
proposed plans are not a real solution. They are once again a bandaid to a problem that needs 
a real solution. I would implore you to use your skills in transport to come up with a new solution 
to this problem. One not involving taking of precious land and natural resources for the creation 
of a concrete eyesore that is an attack agains the human senses.  Like it or not, we have to 
move to mass transit. The money targeted for this project should be put to that direction. 
Remember the definition of insanity that Einstein provided (I paraphrase) - to keep providing the 
same answer to a problem, that is not the correct solution, expecting a different result.  

Thanks for you time in reading this.  
Regards, Ron Lindley

1) EIR assessment of impact to Encinitas quality of life is in direct opposition to the Encinitas 
General Plan:
"As identified in Section 3-4 , the proposed project would result in the displacement of 
residential and commercial land uses. These displacements would be isolated to specific 
parcels along the alignment, however, and would not result in shifts in land use outside of the 
affected parcels. The proposed project would consist of the expansion of an existing established 
freeway corridor and would be consistent with existing land uses. Though land uses in specific 
parcels would shift from residential and agricultural uses to transportation, existing land use 
patterns in the community would not be affected, and no adverse land use impacts are 
anticipated."  

City of Encinitas General Plan  
"The City of Encinitas General Plan contains stated community goals and policies designed to 
shape the long-term development of the city, as well as protect its environmental, social, 
cultural, and economic resources. The Land Use Element establishes a land use distribution 
based on a mix of development consistent with the goals and objectives of the General Plan. 
Land uses surrounding the proposed project are shown in Figure 3-1.4 of Section 3-1 . The 
Land Use Element sets out to preserve natural open spaces, slopes, bluffs, and lagoon areas, 
and to maintain the sense of spaciousness and semi-rural living within the I-5 view corridor. The 
Circulation Element sets out to provide a safe, convenient, and efficient transportation system 
that is sensitive to and compatible with surrounding community character. The Resource 
Management Element sets out to preserve natural resources such as mature trees, vegetation, 
and wildlife habitat within the City of Encinitas. The Resource Management Element also 
encourages the preservation of agricultural land in the city, although not as a constraint to 
development. A more detailed listing of relevant goals and policies and the proposed project’s 
consistency with those policies is provided"  

2) EIR assessment is in direct conflict with the goal of preserving prime farmland. :  
City of Encinitas General Plan 

01

02

03

04

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

The EIR/EIS notes that the proposed project could be inconsistent 
with several community and general plan element policies, 
including the City of Encinitas General Plan.  Specific responses 
to your individual comments on project consistency with the 
Encinitas General Plan are provided in the responses below.  

Please note that I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions such as changes in land use patterns that take extended 
time to implement.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, 
for example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.

A number of efforts have been made during the project design 
process to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-related 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  Specifically, following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative. While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 

Responses to Ron Lindley 
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related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

02 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit 
options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

03 Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that 
Caltrans has worked with the City of Encinitas to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including:  (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon 
with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park and 
Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff Drive 
Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; (4) Hall
Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) rail Connecting Santa 
Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail 
Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union
Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union 
Street Trail Connection with Wetland Revegetation; and (9) North 
Corridor Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  Because the project 
generally would improve recreational facilities and would enhance 
access within the community, implementation of new project 
features is not expected to have an adverse effect on Encinitas 
residents’ overall quality of life.
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 "As discussed in Section 3-3 of this Draft EIR/EIS, implementation of the proposed project 
would convert prime farmland to nonagricultural uses. Conversion of this prime farmland would 
conflict with Goal 12 of the Resource Management Element and the proposed project 
alternatives would be inconsistent with the agricultural goals of the City of Encinitas General 
Plan. "

3) IER assessment confirms that Prime agricultural land will be lost.  
3.3.3 Environmental Consequences
Encinitas
"All four alternatives include the proposed transit facility and DAR at Manchester Avenue, which 
would affect active agricultural fields east of and adjacent to I-5. The proposed transit facility 
would encroach into Prime agricultural land that is actively farmed. The Prime Farmland totals 
approximately 12.3 ha (30.5 ac). The proposed facility would affect the western portion of the 
agricultural land on approximately 7.5 ha (18.5 ac). There is potential that the remaining 12 ac, 
which are located on a more eastern slope of the parcel, could continue agricultural production"  

4) EIR assessment confirms the importance of the Oleanders located in the median and of the 
visual impact of all but the non-build options.  
Freeway Median Oleanders  
"As southbound travelers approach the City of Oceanside, they are introduced to San Diego’s 
metropolitan region by freeway landscaping of a type not experienced as they passed through 
urban areas to the north. The route changes from a standard freeway to a green parkway 
principally due to the presence of large, flowering oleander shrubs in the median. Oleanders 
reduce the scale of the freeway by half as they screen views of oncoming traffic. They provide 
cooling visual relief with their soft, green natural appearance. They are a visual link to scenic 
areas adjacent to the freeway. Median oleanders are an I-5 freeway feature unique to San 
Diego and vividly communicate the region’s distinctive landscape character. The oleanders 
extend from Harbor Drive interchange in Oceanside to the San Dieguito River Bridge in San 
Diego, and again from Genesee Drive interchange in San Diego past the southerly project limit"  
Resulting Visual Impact "The change to visual character would be high. Change to visual quality 
would be moderately high. Viewer response would be moderately high. The visual impact would 
be moderately high."

04
cont.

05

03
cont.

Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, of the 
EIR/EIS notes that no residential or business properties in the City 
of Encinitas would be affected by the 8+4 Buffer alternative (refer 
to Final EIR/EISTables 3.4.4a and 3.4.4b).  No direct impacts to 
residences in Encinitas are anticipated if the Preferred Alternative 
is selected.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition” for additional information regarding the process for 
identifying and addressing potential property acquisitions. 

04 The EIR/EIS notes that the proposed project could be inconsistent 
with the City of Encinitas Resource Management Element because 
it would convert land within the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve 
to transportation uses and convert prime farmland to transportation 
uses.  These inconsistencies are not identified as adverse because 
the discrete encroachments would not disrupt or affect overall 
land use patterns within the respective jurisdictions.  Moreover, 
as quoted in your Comment 03, “The Resource Management 
Element also encourages the preservation of agricultural land in 
the city, although not as a constraint to development.”  

05 With respect to your comment concerning oleanders and the 
potential visual concerns associated with their removal, your 
comment is correct in that the EIR/EIS addresses this potential 
impact.  Retention of mature and healthy vegetation, such as the 
oleanders in the median, is preferred over vegetation replacement 
when possible.  When design requires existing vegetation to be 
removed, the most cost- and environmentally efficient choice 
overall is made.  Due to the potential cost associated with replacing 
impacted oleanders, the oleanders would be preserved in the 
median where possible.  However, the degree of improvements 
needed to meet the objectives of the proposed project would not 
allow median oleanders to be retained in all locations, and the 
EIR/EIS indicates that the loss of median oleanders would 
represent a substantial visual impact for which there would be no 
practicable mitigation.
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806
Ron Lindley 
10/26/2010 12:26 PM  
Subject I5 expansion

Questions:
1. How much is the total expansion budget?  

2. How much of the total budget is going to be spent on improving Mass Transit?  

3. How much of the total budget is going to be spent on adding new Mass transit?  

4. Didn't CALTRANS say that this project will only alleviate the traffic jams on the freeway for 20 
years?

5. What do we do after that?  

6. With no more room to widen the freeway, isn't mass transit the only alternative left?

7. How much would it cost to add a 2nd RR track? Wouldn't this allow for more trains?  

8. Or, can we use the 2nd set of tracks for a light rail system? Smaller trains but, more of them. 
Seems this would serve the need better.  

9. Isn't the combination of hills and trucks the biggest contributor to traffic jams? That is my 
experience driving SD freeways for the past 30 years.  

10. Why not, keep trucks off the freeway during rushhour?  

11. Why not reduce the speed limit during rushhour?   

Ron Lindley,
940 Urania Ave. ,  
Encinitas, CA 92024  

01

02

03

04

05

06

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding the total expansion budget, federal, State and local 
funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and 
monies are being tracked.  For instance, the proposed project is 
also funded through the TransNet program, a voter-approved half-
cent sales tax for regional transportation projects in San Diego 
County.  Tracking of TransNet monies can be referenced at www.
sandag.org.  The I-5 NCC Project is one of the specific projects 
being tracked.  The Preferred Alternative is a refined version of the 
8+4 Buffer alternative described in the Draft EIR/EIS.  This is the 
smallest potential build alternative, both in footprint and in cost.  
As noted in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, Appendix 
A, the I-5 improvements from the I-5 / I-805 Merge to Vandegrift 
Boulevard in Oceanside are included in the Revenue Constrained 
Plan.  Monies allocated total approximately $3.2 billion.

For more information on the TransNet program, please visit www.
keepsandiegomoving.com.  You are also encouraged to visit the 
TransNet Dashboard at www.transnettrip.com, to view the status 
of the I-5 NCC Project.  This website was created to keep the 
public informed on TransNet projects and provides up-to-date 
schedule, budget, and expenditure information.

Funding for the proposed improvements comes from the TransNet 
program, which is a voter approved half-cent sales tax for 
regional transportation projects in San Diego.  The $17 billion
generated during the 60-year life of the program is distributed to 
transportation projects in general. TransNet monies are divided 
so that approximately one-third goes each to highways, transit, 
and local roadways.  For more information on TransNet, please 
visit www.keepsandiegomoving.com.  Please also refer to the 
Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

02

Responses to Ron Lindley 
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03 The proposed project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system.  A comprehensive regional planning process 
has been undertaken to plan regional growth patterns and determine 
the multimodal transportation system that would best address 
the anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning process 
include the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern contained in 
the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, and walkable 
development located near transit, which would minimize the need 
for future freeway improvements.  Please also refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options 
being planned concurrent with I-5 improvements.  Nonetheless, as 
described in Topical Response “Project Lifespan,” transportation 
planning is a necessarily iterative process.

04 Please note that the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan includes 
double tracking of the Sprinter as part of its Revenue Constrained 
Plan; planning for that project is concurrent with planning for North 
Coast Corridor improvements.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Rail Preference” for additional details.

05 Truck traffic comprises approximately five to seven percent of I-5 
traffic in the existing condition.  This is also the projected future 
condition.  As such, it is unlikely that trucks could be considered 
a major source of traffic in the project area.  Given the relatively 
small percentage of trucks on I-5, the potential benefits to traffic 
flow would not justify the potential impacts on routes, users, 
businesses, and delivery actions by placing restrictions on trucks.

06 During peak periods of freeway use, the speed of traffic is naturally 
reduced to the fluctuating allowable speed.  It is not anticipated 
that additional benefit would be derived from reducing the posted 
speed limit during these peak periods.
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694
Tracey Lonson  
Thursday, August 26, 2010 3:06 PM 
Subject: RE: I-5 North Coast Corridor Draft Environmental Document 

Thank you for getting back to me. Obviously this document is robust in nature for someone like 
myself, not in this industry, to really understand.  

Question, I live between Birmingham and Santa Fe. My home is directly east of the I-5, but with 
very little barrier in between. At one time I was speaking with Arturo and was told there was a 
possibility my home would be zoned to be used as an easement during this project, and in 
addition there was a potential for a sound wall to be included in this proposal.  Would you be 
able to help me better understand the status of both inquiries??  

Thank you in advance.
Tracey Lonson

My address is:  
1360 Loch Lomond Drive,  
Cardiff by the sea,  
CA 92007

01

01 Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
easement (encroachment) concerns and soundwall status in the 
area east of I-5 and south of Santa Fe Drive (1360 Loch Lomond 
Drive).  They are part of the public record.

With respect to the potential inclusion of a soundwall at the subject 
property, this issue is discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.
Specifically, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or 
greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1
of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations, including S658 in the subject 
area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 31 and 32).
This soundwall was determined to be “feasible” under the noted 
guidelines, although S658 was concluded not to be “reasonable,” 
as the estimated construction cost would exceed the “reasonable” 
allowance. Soundwall S658 is preliminarily recommended for 
construction, however, to provide noise abatement for a number 
of associated “severely impacted” noise receptors (refer to 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.19 and 3.15.20).  Soundwall S658 would be 
constructed along the edge of the freeway right-of-way.  Based 
on a review of Google Maps, a temporary construction easement 
may be needed on a small portion of your property adjacent to the 
freeway if the noted soundwall is constructed.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information regarding soundwall planning.

Response to Tracey Lonson
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850
Jeff/Ginny Lorenz   
09/30/2010 11:07 AM  cc   
Subject: Sound wall needed 

Hi, The proposed expansion of I-5 to the west of our Poinsettia Park Homeowners Association 
will increase the sound level above what is now higher than legal allowances. We cannot even 
walk to the west side of our green belt, due to the sound. Also, from our 2nd story west 
bedroom, the noise is overwhelming at times. It would be highly desirable to have a sound wall 
high enough to lessen the noise. The noise level currently is not only annoying, but unhealthy.  

Thank you,
Jeff and Ginny Lorenz
749 Poinsettia Park  
South Encinitas, CA 92024

If you start thinking outside of the box, then you will get outside of the box  

01
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 

record, regarding project-related noise and soundwall concerns 
in the area east of I-5 and south of Leucadia Boulevard in the 
City of Encinitas.  As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
although project-related sound increases would vary by location, 
the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or 
fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes of three 
dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including S692 in 
the subject area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 36 
and 37).  Soundwall S692 has been preliminarily recommended 
for construction, with the use of such noise-abatement facilities 
demonstrated to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated 
noise.  This soundwall would range from 12 to 14 in height and 
would result in noise level reductions ranging from 5 to 9 dBA 
at associated noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.23
and 3.15.24).  Based on the described conditions, S692 would 
comply with all applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines 
for noise abatement.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Response to Jeff and Ginny Lorenz
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810
Matt/Virginia Lorne  
10/22/2010 10:35 PM  
Subject: !-5 Expansion Comments

All comments below are inter-related and should be answered as such.   

A basic engineering and scientific principle is the term "Carrying Capacity".  For a freeway, the 
carrying capacity would be the point when the average speed of motorists on a segment drops 
below the posted speed on that same segment on a consistent basis (i.e. once a motorist is no 
longer able to consistently drive the posted speed, the freeway has reached it's carrying 
capacity. ).Thus,  

1. What is the carrying capacity of the current freeway and when was it reached or when will it 
be reached?   

2. What is the carrying capacity of the proposed freeway expansion and when is it predicted that 
the carrying capacity will be reached/exceeded (i.e what is the design life of the proposed 
freeway and when will the freeway have to be expanded yet again to meet future traffic needs 
and to increase the carrying capacity?).  

3. Please identify the Caltrans employees and/or consultants who determined the carrying 
capacities for the existing and proposed freeway alignments in the EIR/EIS.  

4. Does the cost of the widening justify extending/expanding the carrying capacity x amount of 
years?  Or another way to look at it, does expanding the freeway to extend/increase the carrying 
capacity justify the cost?  If so, please name the public officials/employees who believe the cost 
is justified in the EIR/EIS.  Please identify the number for x above as well.   

5. Prior to doing any research for planning on widening the freeway, questions/issues (1-4 
above) should have been answered by the design/planning team, so the answers should be 
already available and included in the EIR/EIS.  
Thank You
Matt Lorne
Oceanside, CA  
matt.lorne@gmail.com

03

01

02

04

05

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to carrying capacity, two measurements that are more 
common in transportation engineering are average daily traffic 
(ADT) and level of service (LOS).  These concepts are discussed in 
Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation, of the EIR/EIS.  As depicted 
on Figure 3-6.1, LOS A reflects conditions in which traffic flows 
freely with little or no restrictions on speed or maneuverability.  For 
more information on ADT data in the North Coast Corridor, please 
refer to Table 3.6.2, Average Daily Traffic.  For more information 
on LOS data in the North Coast Corridor, please refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Table 3.6.6: Northbound I-5 Estimated General-purpose 
Lane LOS Summary and Table 3.6.7: Southbound I-5 Estimated 
General-purpose Lane LOS Summary.

02 Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
anticipated future levels of service.  Project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  A comprehensive regional 
planning process has been undertaken to plan regional growth 
patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system 
that would best address the anticipated growth.  Key products 
of this planning process include the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The 
land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, 
higher density, and walkable development located near transit, 
which would minimize the need for future freeway improvements.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
regarding mass transit options being planned concurrent with I-5 
improvements.  Nonetheless, as described in Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan,” transportation planning is a necessarily 
iterative process.

Responses to Matt and Virginia Lorne
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03 Transportation modeling was performed by Wilson & Company and 
reviewed by Caltrans staff.  Access to all transportation reports, as 
well as all other technical studies performed for the project, can be 
found at www.keepsandiegomoving.com.

04 With regard to the overall cost of the project, upgrades to this 
segment of the National Strategic Highway Network are important.  
The proposed project would increase the capacity of this portion 
of I-5 to relieve both existing and reasonably anticipated future 
congestion.  In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major 
interstate, the project also would benefit the regional economy 
through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock on this 
major shipping and general transportation route.  Caltrans has 
been working throughout the development of the project to balance 
the benefits of various freeway improvements with the direct and 
indirect costs to find the most cost-effective way to achieve the 
projects goals.  Please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.   

Regarding budget accountability, the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) is the regional planning agency 
responsible for disbursing funds to various modes of transportation 
throughout the County.  SANDAG has committees designed to 
provide opportunities for citizens, elected officials, agency staff, 
and representatives of civic and community groups to become 
involved in programs within the region.  One such committee, 
the TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, was 
formed to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure 
of funds.  More information about this committee and SANDAG is 
also available at www.sandag.org.

You are also encouraged to visit the TransNet Dashboard at 
www.transnettrip.com, to view the status of the I-5 NCC Project.
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04
cont.

This website was created to keep the public informed on 
TransNet projects and provides up-to-date schedule, budget, and 
expenditure information. 

05 Please refer to the responses to your Comments 01 through 04, 
which provide further details regarding identified issues and/
or demonstrate how the issues were adequately addressed in 
the EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Corridor 
Alternatives” and “Multimodal System” regarding the extensive 
planning process for transportation improvements in the North 
Coast Corridor.
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970
Clare Luconi 
11/11/2010 01:11 PM 
Subject: I-5

Citizen Comment Form=20
CalTrans Draft Environmental Impact Report Proposed 1-5 Widening Project =  

Deadline:  11/22/10  

I attended the 11/8/10 Meeting at the Carlsbad City Council Meeting. I =asked if any houses 
would be taken at Harbor Pointe (my address is in HarborPointe-6907 Quiet Cove Dr. at 
Poinsettia and I-5). I was told no homes =would be taken. Is this a guarantee? I also asked 
about the sound walls and= they stated that there would be a 14-16 ft sound wall that would be 
put up in = the beginning of the first HOV Lanes. Is this a guarantee? It states a= "proposed 
early sound wall". What type of wall will this be? They showed beautiful sound wall with glass on 
the top to protect the views. Is this type of = wall that will be put in? I do not want to see the 
beautiful landscape turned into a unsightly concrete like LA. What can I do to protect my home 
from this area turning into LA? Please be aware that the citizens of Carlsbad = do not want a 
concrete jungle going through our city. Our priorities are different, but Human Lives and their 
health and well being are at state here.  

Electronic Mail: 1-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@dot.ca.gov=20  

Mail to:
Shay Lynn Harrison, Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
CA Department of Transportation - District 11 
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242 
4050 Taylor Street 
San Diego CA 92110

Clare Luconi
Timeshare Locators Corporation 
www.timesharelocators.com
877-774-2737 Phone
858-720-1206 Fax

11/09/2010 03:00 PM 
Subject: I-5  

To whom it may concern:
I wanted to voice my concern over the impending widening of I-5. The impact on the beach 
communities is immense. This is a unique section of I-5 where you can actually see the ocean. 
One of my Concerns is for the noise and pollution in the area. I live near the freeway. I did not 
choose to live in LA-that is why I chose to live in Carlsbad. Widening the freeway has not 
stopped the traffic jams in LA and it will not do so here. Mass transit and better bus service to 
the mass transit is key to solving this problem. Please LISTEN to the concerned citizens and 
don't just keep plowing forward without the citizens approval. This is for our lives and our 
families lives. There are alternatives that need to be looked into until such drastic measures are 
taken. Thank you, Clare Luconi of the most new lanes w/the fewest hov, and no barrier/dividers, 
in the soonest possible date.  please begin at manchester and go north FIRST, as it was 
supposed to begin construction 2009! 

01

02

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding potential project-related property acquisitions, noise/
soundwall concerns, and visual considerations.

The specific project impacts to properties in the vicinity of Quiet 
Cove Drive are as follows:

Refined 8+4 Buffer Alternative (Preferred Alternative)

Neither full property acquisitions nor partial property acquisitions 
would be required from properties located along Quiet Cove 
Drive under this alternative.  The preliminary design reflects that 
temporary construction easements (TCEs) and footing easements 
(FEs) that would be required for the property with Assessor 
Parcel Number (APN) 214-502-61.  This property seems to be a 
common open area belonging to the Harbor Pointe Homeowners 
Association adjacent to (east of) the I-5 northbound (NB) on-ramp 
from Poinsettia Lane.  It should be noted that the design of the 8+4 
Buffer alternative (locally preferred alternative, or LPA) has been 
revised since June of 2010.

8+4 Barrier Alternative

Preliminary design and project records indicate potential partial 
property acquisition would be required for the property with APN 
214-492-76.  The preliminary design and project records also 
reflect that TCEs and FEs would be required from this property 
and from the property with APN 214-502-61.  These two properties
seem to be common open areas belonging to the Harbor Pointe 
Homeowners Association adjacent to (east of) the I-5 NB on-ramp 
from Poinsettia Lane.

Responses to Clare Luconi
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cont.

10+4 Buffer Alternative

Neither full property acquisitions nor partial property acquisitions 
would be required from properties located along Quiet Cove Drive 
under this alternative.  The preliminary design and project records 
reflect TCEs and FEs would be required from the property with 
APN 214-502-61. This property seems to be a common open area 
belonging to the Harbor Pointe Homeowners Association adjacent 
to (east of) the I-5 NB on-ramp from Poinsettia Lane.

10+4 Barrier Alternative

Preliminary design and project records indicate potential partial 
property acquisitions would be required from the properties with 
APNs 214-492-76, and 214-502-61, respectively.  FEs would 
also be required from these two properties.  These properties 
seem to be common open areas belonging to the Harbor Pointe 
Homeowners Association adjacent to (east of) the I-5 NB on-ramp 
from Poinsettia Lane. 

With respect to noise and soundwall concerns in this, and as 
indicated in this comment, a soundwall (S750) has been identified 
in the subject area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43
through 45).  This soundwall was determined to be “feasible” under 
applicable Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans guidelines, 
and although it was assessed as not “reasonable” because 
the estimated cost exceeded the “reasonable” allowance, it is 
preliminarily recommended for construction at heights of between 
12 and 16 feet to provide abatement for a number of “severely 
impacted” noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.29 and 
3.15.30).  While this soundwall has been recommended as noted, 
the project design process is ongoing and the construction of S750 
cannot be “guaranteed” as requested in this comment.  Based on 
design and related project information generated to date, however, 
it is anticipated that S750 would be constructed if the proposed 
project is implemented.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.
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01
cont.

While the exact nature of this soundwall is uncertain at this time, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of 
measures that could address associated potential visual concerns.  
Specifically, as depicted on Figure 3-7.122, this may include the 
use of transparent materials to retain desirable views.  With regard 
to visual changes in the corridor, the changes to the I-5 right-of-
way are focused and linear in nature, and although substantial 
change is discussed for specific locations in Section 3.7, I-5 
modifications are not expected to result in a substantial adverse 
effect on the overall Carlsbad character.  The North Coast Corridor 
is located in a highly urbanized part of northern San Diego 
County; generally characterized by its coastal location, ethnic 
diversity, established neighborhoods, commercial centers and 
activities, as well as preserves associated with coastal lagoons.  
As stated in Section 3.4, Community Character and Cohesion, the 
increased roadway surfaces and landform modification would be 
within a developed urban area and along an established major 
transportation corridor.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for more information regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement relative to 
viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial nature of 
project effects anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor. 

Regarding potential air quality related health effects, the analysis 
in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 
49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions 
provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future 
years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term 
health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as previously 
indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County way of life and why those impacts are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life 
in the communities already crossed by this highway.  A number 
of efforts have been made during the project design process 

02
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to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-related community 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  Specifically, following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative. While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

Regarding potential project noise and pollution (air and water 
quality) concerns, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS
Sections 3.15, Noise; 3.14, Air Quality; and 3.10, Water Quality 
and Storm Water Runoff.  For noise, although project-related 
decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over 
no build conditions. Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA or greater, and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners, per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have  been updated from Draft 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to 
reduce traffic-generated noise, and would provide noise abatement 

02
cont.
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02
cont.

for a number of associated noise receptors in accordance with 
applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements. Please refer to 
Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis, and to the response 
to your Comment 01 regarding specific soundwall concerns.

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result 
in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air 
quality compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14.3 for specific information on existing and projected 
air quality conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and the anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation.

Regarding water quality, EIR/EIS Section 3.10 identifies and 
evaluates potential water quality impacts associated with 
implementation of the identified build alternatives and the No 
Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related 
water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, 
manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP 
identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary 
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with 
the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed 
within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot 
Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through
67, which have  been updated from Draft Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.
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cont.

As indicated in this comment, varied lane numbers work variously 
well along the State highway system.  Each route carries different 
numbers of users, variable peak use hours, and has different 
alternative routes or transportation modes available to it.  As a 
result, no one answer is appropriate for all segments of our State 
highway system; congested portions of I-5 in LA are subject to 
specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid 
nature of transportation improvements, which change over time 
and can be iterative.

With regard to mass transit and bus service, the proposed project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal planning process 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding public transportation, including 
multimodal, mass transit, and rail, as well as Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” with regard to alternatives considered for 
the North Coast Corridor.
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800
Carl Luster 
10/30/2010 06:23 PM 
Subject  I-5 North Coast Corridor Project  

My response to the I-5 North Coast Corridor Project is that enough is enough. This freeway 
expansion project will be used to justify more sprawling development in North County, and the 
resulting increased traffic will clog new lanes on I-5 faster than they're built. Similar changes 
have been made to I-15, and every weekday morning I still hear that this freeway is clogged 
with traffic.  
The money for this freeway expansion would be better spent on improvements to the 
Amtrak/Coaster tracks and on an extension of trolley lines from their planned end in University 
City to Oceanside (along El Camino Real?). Increasing access to mass transit will also 
encourage more efficient land use, with concentration of housing around transit nodes.  
I strongly oppose this misguided freeway expansion project which can only really benefit large 
highway contractors looking for a new source of income.  

Thank you,
Carl Luster

03

02

01
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

The proposed project is not anticipated to increase development.  
It would run through several highly urbanized cities and would 
accommodate anticipated growth in the area, based on local 
and regional planning efforts.  Because the North Coast Corridor 
is already highly urbanized, it is not anticipated to become more 
so or have increased development based solely on the proposed 
improvements.  Other constraints are involved, such as land use 
controls within local and regional plans and policies as well as the 
limited space available for further development.  Also, this project 
is not designed with excess capacity that could induce substantial 
unplanned growth during the design period.  For more information 
please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth,” as well as 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan.”

The statement in this comment regarding traffic congestion on 
I-15 is inaccurate, being that congestion has been reduced on that 
freeway since the completion of the I-15 Express Lanes project.

02 With regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for the upgrade of the State highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination 
of driver need, environmental effects, and project cost on those 
highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bike trail, and pedestrian/trail system are also being pursued by 
the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North Coast 
Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.  Improvements to the 
Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail line are 
being planned concurrent with I-5 improvements, as described in 
Topical Response “Rail Preference.”

Responses to Carl Luster
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cont.

As described in Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives,” a number 
of transportation improvement alternatives were screened for the 
North Coast Corridor early in the planning process, including 
light rail and monorail within the freeway corridor; however, the 
regional planning effort determined that these alternatives would 
not be pursued at this time.  Although extension of light rail north 
of La Jolla is not currently proposed by the regional transportation 
planning agencies, please note that the I-5 NCC Project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation, which includes the above-
noted expansion of the adjacent LOSSAN rail line as well as new 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes and improvements to bicycle and 
pedestrian access.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this 
regional multimodal planning effort.  

With regard to mass transit encouraging more efficient land use, 
please note that a comprehensive regional planning process has 
been undertaken to plan regional growth patterns and determine 
the multimodal transportation system that would best address the 
anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning process include 
the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for 
more compact, higher density, and walkable development located 
near transit.  Changes in land use patterns can, however, take 
extended time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to 
maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  These improvements would 
allow the time necessary for the region to work toward complex 
solutions, such as smart growth.

03 As indicated in the response to your Comment 01, your preference 
for the No Build alternative is noted.  The I-5 NCC Project is
proposed in response to anticipated transportation needs within 
the North Coast Corridor.  While it is true that construction of the 
proposed improvements would create temporary jobs in the region, 
creation of jobs to benefit local contractors is not the project’s 
purpose.  Anticipated benefits to users of I-5 are presented in 
EIR/EIS Section 1.2, where the purpose of the project is addressed.
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907
Jeff Lyle 
11/21/2010 07:35 PM  cc   
Subject: I-5 Project - Citizen Comment 

Via Electronic Mail: I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@DOT.ca.gov  

• Unintended Consequences: Widening I-5 will deliver more vehicles up/down the freeway. 
However, all this accomplishes is delivering more cars to the off-ramps, which become 
congested and dangerous. In addition, the surface streets back up (like Mira Mesa Blvd and 
Genesse Ave).). Why does the CA DOT want to significantly increase congestion around the off 
ramps and make driving more dangerous? For example, the Genesse Avenue South off-ramp 
has become hazardous. During rush hour, there are (1) cars joining the freeway from Sorrento 
Valley that have to cross over to the left several lanes, (2) cars on the freeway need to move to 
the right several lanes to exit and a line of cars backs up well onto I-5, and (3) cars traveling at 
the speed limit down the freeway dodging past the line of cars that are barely moving. I make 
this trip frequently in the morning. It is dangerous. It takes longer now to get to my final 
destination (Solana Beach to La Jolla Country Day School and Solana Beach to Sorrento 
Valley) than it did just a few years ago. The freeway is currently moving too many cars through 
a sysem that cannot handle the volume. The exits and surface streets cannot handle the volume 
of traffic delivered by the freeway.  

• Noise Abatement: In the past several years, the level of freeway noise East of I-5 in Solana 
Beach has increased dramatically. Five years ago, I could barely hear the noise coming from 
the freeway during the day while outside my house. Now, after the widening of I-5 in Solana 
Beach, the noise is at a significant level even inside my house. Will the project include planting 
mature trees along the freeway to help mitigate noise? In Solana Beach, why are the proposed 
East side sound walls designed to mitigate sound to certain select homes rather than to mitigate 
the sound for the neighborhood in which these homes lie? There is a proposed sound wall on 
the East side of I-5 that starts about half way between Via de la Valle and Lomas Santa Fe 
Drive and continues North. In Figure 2-2.14n, it appears the sound wall stops well before what 
used to be the Jenny Craig building along I-5. This proposed sound wall should extend North all 
the way to what was the Jenny Craig building. The current design mitigates noise for only a few 
homes rather than the neighborhood in which those homes are located.  

• Water and Electricity: Proponents of widening I-5 use forecasted growth in San Diego as a 
major reason. San Diego county barely has enough water and electricity to support the current 
population. If this project moves forward, what plans does the county of San Diego have to 
secure enough water and electricity to support the growth? Until the county solves these issues, 
widening the freeways to support future growth doesn’t make sense.  

• Character of North County: The freeway expansion will forever change the character of North 
County. North County San Diego is currently a series of small towns rather than one large city. 
The freeway expansion will effectively kill the small town character.  

• Lagoons: The lagoons are a hidden jewel. The proposed park and ride at Manchester will 
dramatically alter the look and feel of the San Elijo Lagoon. Other park and ride locations on I-5 
sit largely empty and underutilized. This proposed park and ride will diminish the value of the 
lagoon. Will the project include planting mature trees and landscaping to effectively shield the 
lagoon from the concrete blight?  
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01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Projected population growth in the project region is expected to 
result in increased travel demand, which equates to more vehicles 
on local freeways including the I-5 North Coast Corridor.  The 
I-5 project is based on and designed to accommodate traffic 
projections for the region, but would not itself generate traffic.  
Figures 3.1 and 3.2 of the November 2008 I-5 North Coast Traffic 
Report clearly show that increased travel times would result under 
the 2030 No Build alternative compared with existing (2006) travel 
times, while the 10+4 and 8+4 alternatives would result in travel 
time savings along the corridor.  In addition, Section 5.1 of the 
noted traffic report states that local arterials running north-south 
along I-5 would experience improved operations with the 8+4 and 
10+4 alternatives compared with the No Build alternative.  For the 
east-west arterials, a mixture of improved and impacted operations 
is anticipated under the 8+4 and 10+4 alternatives, relative to the 
No Build scenario.

With regard to the Sorrento Valley area, operational improvements 
are being proposed by the I-5 NCC Project through the construction 
of braided ramps between Roselle Street and Genesee Avenue, 
which would eliminate weaving for vehicles entering I-5 in both 
directions.  In addition, bypass connectors would be provided from 
Roselle Street to Genesee Avenue and vice-versa in the north- 
and southbound directions, resulting in reduced freeway volumes 
and associated travel time savings.  Please refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 3, 4, 6, and 7, for specific locations.

02 Regarding potential noise concerns in the area east of I-5 and 
south of Lomas Santa Fe Drive in the City of Del Mar (1033 Solana 
Drive), this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As 
described therein, while project-related noise increases would vary 
by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would 
be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes 

Responses to Jeff Lyle
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of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations.  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  While vegetation, such as mature trees 
can absorb some noise in situations where substantial vegetation 
“depth” is present (e.g., extensive planted orchards or wooded 
areas), vegetation use at soundwalls within the generally confined 
I-5 corridor would not notably enhance the effectiveness of noise-
abatement structures.

The soundwalls identified in EIR/EIS Section 3.15 include S602 in 
the subject area (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 20 through
22).  Based on the potential for this soundwall to block scenic 
ocean views, two options were evaluated for S602: (1) Option 1, 
extending between freeway stations 595+50 and 604+40; and 
(2) Option 2, extending between freeway stations 600+00 and 
604+40, with both options extending to heights of between 12 and 
16 feet (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 20 through 22) and
Table 3.15.13).  Based on the noted potential view issues, the fact 
that both options were determined not to be “reasonable” under 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines, as the estimated construction 
cost would exceed the “reasonable” allowance, and the presence 
of associated “severely impacted” noise receptors for which the 
provision of noise abatement must be considered under FHWA 
and Caltrans guidelines, Option 2 of S602 has been preliminarily 
recommended for construction (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.14).
While this soundwall option includes a shorter lateral extent 
as described and is intended to provide noise abatement for 
associated “severely impacted” noise receptors only, Option 2 
of S602 would extend to the southern end of the former “Jenny 
Craig” building (i.e., 445 Marine View Avenue) as requested in this 
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comment (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 21 and 22, 
which have  been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14n, now
contained in Appendix K).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

04

The project is proposed to address both existing and projected 
congestion.  With regard to future conditions, growth in San Diego 
County is projected to be largely associated with local births rather 
than individuals moving into the region.  Regardless, growth 
inducement is analyzed in Section 3.2 of the EIR/EIS.  It was 
determined that there are no known projects that are dependent 
upon I-5 improvement.  Further growth in the project area would 
occur regardless of whether or not the project is constructed.  
As a State agency responsible for construction and operation of 
State highways, Caltrans is not responsible for planning relative 
to provision of water and electricity.  This generally falls under 
the purview of land use planning agencies such as local cities 
and the county; as well as power and water agencies.  The San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) works closely with 
the San Diego County Water Authority during preparation of the 
growth forecasts, which the Water Authority then incorporates into 
its Urban Water Management Plans.

Impacts to community character are analyzed in Section 3.4, 
Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS.  As stated in that section, the 
project is anticipated to improve existing community character and 
cohesion.  Changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear 
in nature. Although substantial change is discussed for specific 
locations in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, modifications to I-5 are 
not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall 
quality of life in the communities already crossed by this highway.  
The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part of 
northern San Diego County; generally characterized by its coastal 
location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, commercial 
centers and activities, as well as preserves associated with 
coastal lagoons.  Overall, because the project generally would 
improve (rather than adversely impact) recreational facilities, and 
would enhance access within the community, the implementation 
of new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect 

03
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on regional community character.  For more information regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County and 
why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial adverse 
effect on the character of the communities near the highway, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

05 With respect to potential impacts to San Elijo Lagoon, project-
related impacts to biological resources associated with coastal 
lagoons (including San Elijo) and related waterways would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
the proposed San Elijo Multi-use and Direct Access Ramp (DAR) 
facilities at Manchester Avenue have been redesigned to minimize 
their environmental impact.  Specifically, the DAR facility would 
be constructed underneath the freeway to reduce visual impacts 
and the proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility would be reduced in 
size.  An updated diagram of the proposed facility is included as 
Figure 2-2.5b.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because 
the project has not yet been approved, specific landscape plans 
have not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would be 
developed as the ongoing design process proceeds, however, 
and would reflect input from sources including Caltrans design 
standards and comments received during public outreach 
meetings.  
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Jennifer Lyle 
11/10/2010 10:42 AM 
Subject: I-5 expansion

Hello,
I would like to know what specific plans there are to reduce the noise from the freeway 
expansion.
Specifically, I am interested in the plans for the stretch of freeway between Via de la Valle and 
Lomas
Santa Fe. Are there plans to plant vegetation? Are there plans to build a wall in this stretch of 
the
freeway and, if so, how high will it be? Are there plans to use the noise reduction coating on the  
freeway itself?

Thank you very much,  
Jennifer Lyle

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record, regarding project-related noise concerns in the segment 
of I-5 between Via de la Valle and Lomas Santa Fe Drive.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related 
noise increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  

As described in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, 
because the project has not yet been approved, specific landscape 
plans have not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would 
be developed during the design process and would reflect input 
from sources including Caltrans design standards and comments 
received during public outreach meetings.  It should also be noted 
that, while vegetation can absorb some noise in situations where 
substantial vegetation “depth” is present (e.g., extensive planted 
orchards or wooded areas), vegetation use at soundwalls within 
the generally confined I-5 corridor would not notably enhance the 
effectiveness of noise-abatement structures. 

Based on the described analysis of noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S603 (Option 1A, southbound I-5) and S602 (Option 2, 
northbound I-5) in the subject area.  Both noted soundwalls have 
been recommended for construction to provide noise abatement for 
applicable noise receptors.  S602 (Option 2) would range between 

Response to Jennifer Lyle
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12 and 16 feet tall, while S603 (Option 1A) would range from 8 to
12 feet tall (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.13 and 3.15.14).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.  The preliminary locations of the noted 
soundwalls are shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
20 through 23, which have been updated from Draft EIR/ EIS
Figures 2-2.14m and 2-2.14n, now contained in Appendix K.   

Regarding the potential use of alternative (“quieter”) roadway 
surface materials to reduce roadway noise, the use of quieter 
pavement is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise 
abatement measure for which federal funding may be used. 
Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement types 
in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term 
noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement. In some 
special circumstances, Caltrans may consider using state only 
funds to pay for quieter pavement to reduce traffic noise. Related 
information is available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/
index.htm#2011catnap .
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895
Don MacLeod  
11/22/2010 01:25 AM   
Subject: observations and questions on I-5 expansion

Caltrans's plan for I-5 expansion raises several questions, to which I hope you can provide 
some answers. Above all, have the costs and benefits been evaluated on a sufficiently long time 
scale (100 years minimum)? Since the project will take years to actually implement, the 
consequences need to be assessed over decades. Over decades, it is fairly obvious that we 
have to change our habits and adopt mass transit. To do this requires an initially uncomfortable 
change of course on a timescale of years. But to make the right long-term decision, we have to 
tolerate this initial discomfort, even if it includes limiting development and local population 
growth.

Second, has an analysis been made of how the increase in traffic will undermine the provisions 
of the 2004 regulation SB 375 from CARB? That requires ARB to develop regional greenhouse 
gas emission reduction targets for passenger vehicles, with targets for 2020 and 2035, but in 
addition SANDAG must prepare a "sustainable communities strategy (SCS)" that demonstrates 
how the region will meet its greenhouse gas reduction target through integrated land use, 
housing and transportation planning. ExpandingI-5 will prevent SANDAG from meeting its 
required ARB goal. Question: Has this been studied?  

Third, it is not clear that the project is consistent with established and widely approved 
budgetary priorities for encouraging 'mass transit' and 'alternative transportation'. In particular, 
does CALTRANS claim that money spent on car pool ('HOV') lanes can be viewed as money 
spend on 'mass transit'?? Such a claim is obviously false on careful consideration. Existing 
carpool lanes are not fully used, and until they are, we have no need for more. A natural 
development would be to allow commute times to increase until existing carpool lanes, or a 
slightly improved network of such lanes, are fully used: first by private cars, and eventually, 
when the 'HOV' lanes live up to their names, by mass transit in the form of public transport 
buses (or possibly very frequent rail service along the freeway corridor).  IF we had genuine 
mass transit in that sense--admittedly a distant prospect--our future transportation needs could 
be served without freeway bloat, and the ultimate savings and benefits would be enormous.  

Knowledge and opinion about this issue are only recently come into wide circulation. Elected 
officials cannot afford to rush into this project, or even commit to it in the most tentative way, 
until it has been well thrashed out, which will likely take years. The current Environmental 
Impact Report has been found seriously inadequate by local government groups from 
Oceanside to Del Mar, yet the debate has hardly registered at the grassroots level, despite 
some good faith efforts to present both sides of the case.  

Don MacLeod
536 South Rios Avenue
Solana Beach, CA 92075 
(858) 481-3537 
diamacleod@roadrunner.com
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02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

Regarding the time scale of the project analysis, improvements 
included in the proposed I-5 NCC Project are part of an overall 
program to improve transportation in the region, which is guided 
by the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for 2050.  The RTP looks 
at all transportation modes through 2050 for the County as a 
whole, including the North Coast Corridor.  It is important that 
the project is consistent with the current RTP.  Therefore, there 
was discussion in the Draft EIR/EIS confirming that the project 
would be consistent with the (then-current) 2030 RTP.  Since the 
completion of the Draft EIR/EIS, however, the current (2011) 2050 
RTP has been adopted.  The 2050 RTP addresses a roughly 
40-year planning horizon.  The analysis in this Final EIR/EIS 
confirms consistency with the 2050 RTP.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Project Lifespan” for additional information regarding 
the planning time frame for the proposed project.

A comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
for regional growth patterns and to determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Please note that it is not Caltrans’ role to limit or cause 
local population growth, but rather, to ensure the provision of a 
safe, efficient, reliable highway system that accommodates growth 
anticipated by local and regional planning agencies.  SANDAG is 
responsible for population tallies and projections for San Diego 
County.  As shown in EIR/EIS Section 3.2, Growth, the most recent 
forecasts show a steady increase in population between 2010 and 
2050.  Caltrans has considered this projected growth and the size 
of improvements needed to accommodate such growth.

Key products of comprehensive regional planning process 
include the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).  SANDAG plans for the region 
to trend toward more transportation options, with development 

Responses to Don MacLeod
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concentrated around transit stations.  Consistent with your 
comment, the changes that are contemplated in land use planning 
and alternate transportation modes, however, will take many years 
to come to fruition.  The proposed improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions such as changes in land use patterns.  Based on current 
planning and modeling projections, roadway improvements are 
still a necessary element of the transportation network.  As a result, 
the proposed project is one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
planning process for the North Coast Corridor.  Although supportive 
of public transit, Caltrans has no authority to encourage state 
highway users to opt for other travel modes.  Comments regarding 
these topics would be better directed to SANDAG and the North 
County Transit District, which are responsible for mass transit 
programs.  Caltrans has actively coordinated with these agencies 
to help ensure that such planned facilities complement the state 
highway system.

Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes 
and to Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding anticipated 
growth and Caltrans’ role in addressing regional growth.

Regarding your concerns on project-related greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6,
Climate Change.  This section provides an analysis of project-
related GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation of 
potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  As discussed 
therein, the project build alternatives are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, for example, in the San 
Diego region by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No 
Build alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  It should also 
be noted that SANDAG’s 2050 RTP includes the project, along with 
other multimodal solutions, and forecasts a countywide reduction 
in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by California 
Assembly Bill 32 and California Senate Bill 375.  Please also refer 
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to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
on GHG and related global warming and climate change issues 
and to the response to your Comment 01 regarding the relationship 
between the proposed project and the SCS.

Project funding is partially from the TransNet program, which is 
a voter-approved half-cent sales tax for regional transportation 
projects in San Diego.  The $17 billion generated during the 60-year 
life of the program is distributed to transportation projects in general.  
TransNet monies are divided so that approximately one-third each 
goes to highways, transit, and local roadways.  The funds dedicated 
to this project are considered highway funds.  For more information 
on TransNet, please visit www.keepsandiegomoving.com.

Although carpool lanes may seem underutilized, carpooling 
continues to be seen as an important option for drivers in the I-5 
corridor, now and in the future.  High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated 
in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional highway 
capacity in a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  Within the project 
corridor, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period 
vehicles are HOVs, with this number anticipated to increase to 
roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, while approximately 60 percent 
of vehicles within the project limits during weekend peak periods 
are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).

Based on current planning and modeling projections, roadway 
improvements are a necessary element of the transportation 
network in the time frame between now and 2050.  Please also 
refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding planned 
mass transit improvements.

As noted in Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives,” the current 
EIR/EIS is only one step in an environmental process that began 
approximately 20 years ago and has addressed a variety of options 
to relieve congestion within this busy corridor.  Topical Response 
“Multimodal System” describes the preparation of the 2050 RTP, 
which was an important recent phase in this alternatives evaluation 
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process.  Caltrans routinely conducts extensive public outreach 
programs, as has occurred with the I-5 NCC Project, to solicit 
public input and allow highway improvements to reflect that input 
to the extent practicable.  Please refer to Chapter 5, Comments 
and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which details the extensive I-5 
outreach program.

The Draft EIR/EIS fulfills requirements of both the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).  A Supplemental EIR/EIS was also circulated 
in August 2012, which provided newly available information on 
potential effects to lagoons; the clarification of issues related to 
latent traffic demand, sea level rise, water quality, and common 
design features; and additional information regarding community 
enhancements proposed by the project.  The information contained 
in that document has been incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-632

01

958
Tim Mackey 
11/14/2010 10:27 PM 
Subject: I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS  

I am in total support of expanding the number of lanes in the I5 corridor to the maximum, 
Alternative Plan 5. 

Timothy Mackey  
16-year Carlsbad resident  

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
It should be noted that following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  As detailed in 
Table 3.6.3, Total Delay, Congested Hours, and Travel Time Per 
Day, of the EIR/EIS, that smaller project is anticipated to reduce 
afternoon travel times by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 11 to 
18 minutes southbound, relative to the No Build alternative in 2030 
conditions.  Without the project, congested conditions would prevail 
for three and one-half hours northbound and six hours southbound
during a.m. peak hours and for six hours northbound and seven 
hours southbound during p.m. peak hours.  With the focused 
improvements provided under the Preferred Alternative, these 
overall periods of congestion would drop to no hours of congestion 
for northbound and lower by half an hour southbound for a.m. peak 
travelers, as well as lower by five hours for southbound travelers 
during p.m. peak hours.  The Preferred Alternative is considered 
the best balance between I-5 improvement and minimization of 
environmental impact.

Response to Tim Mackey
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Response to Melissa Maes

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are intended 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part 
of a multimodal system.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed 
Lanes, for example, would provide additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a 
quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic 
congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential for 
the project to result in increased traffic (referred to as induced 
or latent demand) has been included in the project analysis 
and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected 
increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be 
relatively small (approximately four percent) in association with 
the proposed project, due to a combination of project-specific and 
regional efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the proposed 
HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of additional vehicles on the road 
as a result of project improvements is anticipated to be relatively 
small.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
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(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies, and Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation, as well 
as Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

Based on the community enhancements, improvement of an 
existing major facility, and additional efforts to avoid (and/or 
minimize) project-related impacts described in Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects,” implementation of new project 
features is not expected to have an adverse effect on the quality 
of life in north coastal San Diego.

01
cont.
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735
Eileen Malik  
08/24/2010 05:10 PM   
Subject: Comments on CALTRANS I5 expansion 

Dear Mr Lowery and Ms. Harrison,  
My name is Eileen M Malik and I own a home west of I 5 in the South O area of Oceanside. 
Here are my thoughts on the I5 expansion.  
1. Carpool lanes-- studies show carpool lanes impede non HOV traffic and that in fact all traffic 
would flow better if all lanes were non restrictive. This lowers emissions and drive time for all 
drivers. An added benefit of no carpool lanes is the footprint of the expansion would be reduced 
even if slightly if the carpool buffers or dividers were eliminated.  

2. Right along with carpool lanes is direct access lanes and their cost in dollars, noise, and 
footprint. The DAL impact on Oceanside Blvd and the surrounding basin including the historic 
Villasenor homestead is a bridge too far. It eliminates scores of homes from the Cavalier Mobile 
Home park and impacts the entire mobile home community (and the north end of South O) with 
the increased sound decibels of a raised DAL for a few cars and buses. This is a trade off I am 
not willing to accept. Now I know CALTRANS doesn't consider the homes in the park to be real 
homes, but I do and certainly the residents do. I feel these homes were deliberately deleted 
from the homes category and this omission is a convenient oversight by CALTRANS to keep the 
number of impacted homes down.  The CALTRANS definition of a home needs to include 
mobile homes for this project and all future projects.  

3. The developing quandry from the Federal Government banning oil drilling, diverting billions 
into alternative transportation research and the future of the car come into question. What will 
be the state of the car in 2036? We need to use the funding for the I5 expansion for mass transit 
options and tax cuts to taxi and shuttle services.  We need more rail, trolley, bus and bike 
services more than we need more freeway lanes.

4. Fewer lanes further north equals bottle necks especially in Oceanside and Carlsbad. This 
does not improve the quality of life for residents of these towns. Is there a separate expansion 
plan for I 5 through CamPen?   

5. I prefer non barrier HOV lanes if we must have HOV lanes. This prevents the government 
from turning these lanes into a toll lanes.  Tax dollars paid for this road and it should remain a 
freeway. Emphasis on the FREE.  

6. We need assurances of funded noise walls up front. Not later in the project. No sound barrier 
walls = no I 5 expansion through Oceanside. More emphasis on noise reduction. Look at new 
surfaces, digging the freeway lower, composite materials on walls, sound negation techniques...  

7. Most importantly, SD doesn't have a traffic problem-ever been to DC, Chicago, Boston?  A 35 
minute commute stretched to 50 minutes is not traffic it's called rush hour. Why don't our elected 
officials encourage employers to encourage flex time or staggered shifts? Doing this we would 
see an immediate reduction and it would cost nothing.  

8. There must be more benefit to an expanded freeway than "less drive time" or a "shorter 
commute" in order to outweigh the negatives such as noise, emissions, congestion.  We do not 
want to turn SD into another LA or Inland Empire.  So, why encourage it with an expanded 
freeway? We live here precisely for the way SD is not how CALTRANS and current elected 
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Thank you for your comments regarding the use of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lanes, which are part of the public record.  The 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a 
quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic 
congestion during peak periods.  The inclusion of HOV/Managed 
Lanes within the I-5 corridor is identified in a number of related 
planning documents, including the San Diego Association of 
Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) 
and the North Coast Transportation Study.  HOV/Managed Lanes 
have been shown to provide an important commuting option, 
encourage ridesharing and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the 
EIR/EIS, provide additional highway capacity in a constrained 
corridor while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  Within the project corridor, 
approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are 
HOVs (anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent by 
2030), while approximately 60 percent of vehicles within the 
project’s boundary during weekend peak periods are HOVs 
(refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).  Alternatives 
proposing only general purpose lanes without HOV/Managed 
Lanes did not answer projected needs as well as those with the 
HOV/Managed Lanes (see Section 2.6.1 of the EIR/EIS).

Regarding emissions and travel time, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Reduced 
congestion and travel times would also translate into reductions in 
criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions.  For example, the 
project build alternatives are estimated to reduce carbon dioxide 
emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per day 
compared to the No Build alternative, as a result of decreased 
congestion and improved travel times along the corridor (refer to 

Responses to Eileen Malik
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Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2). See Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for more discussion on the benefits of the project with respect to 
air quality.

In regard to the overall footprint of project improvements, it is 
true that the HOV/Managed Lanes do increase the development 
footprint of the freeway improvements.  As shown in Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.2a and 2-2.2b, the buffer and barrier build alternatives 
are larger than the No Build alternative.

The benefit of a direct access ramp (DAR) is to provide transit 
vehicles, carpools, and toll-paying customers grade-separated 
access to the HOV/Managed Lanes without using the general 
purpose lanes.  They are designed to reduce travel times and 
delays for those vehicles, as well as riders using nearby transit 
centers and park and ride lots, by redirecting trips from the 
freeway interchanges and general purpose lanes directly to the 
HOV/Managed Lanes.  Please note that the Oceanside Boulevard 
and Cannon Drive DARs have been eliminated from consideration 
and are no longer part of the I-5 NCC Project.  The I-5 NCC Project
proposes DARs at Voigt Drive and Manchester Avenue.  The 
Manchester Avenue DAR has been redesigned such that it would 
be constructed underneath the freeway to reduce visual impacts. 

Proposed freeway improvements adjacent to the Cavalier 
Mobile Home Estates include proposed Soundwall S849 and 
other features, such as a proposed retaining wall, some contour 
grading, and a bioswale.  Caltrans’ preliminary design indicates 
that no mobile homes within Cavalier Mobile Home Estates would 
be displaced by the proposed project.  Please refer to Final EIR/
EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 59.  It should be noted that the driveway 
east of the pool could potentially be impacted during project 
construction.  If this is the case, Caltrans would require two small 
partial parcel acquisitions at the southeast corner of the Cavalier 
Mobile Home Estates (parcel APN 152-320-28).  However, these 
small partial acquisition areas would be on the side slope between 
I-5 and Alpine Lane and would not displace any mobile homes.  
Temporary construction easements would be required, along with 
and footing easements that could impact parking facilities along 
the east side of the parcel.

01
cont.
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03 The I-5 NCC Project is only one aspect of multi-agency, multimodal 
improvements planned for the North Coast Corridor.  The proposed 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, allowing 
the region to work toward complex solutions that take extended 
time to implement.  Based on current projections, the improvement 
of each of these modes is necessary in order to maintain effective 
operations.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed 
Lanes, for example, provides additional highway capacity by 
increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  A number of community 
enhancement features are identified within the project corridor 
(refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these 
features would create and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian 
or bicycle corridors, connections between pedestrian/bicycle 
routes and public transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
regarding public transportation, including rail, trolley, bus, and bike 
options; Topical Response “Transportation Funding” regarding 
use of project monies for other transportation modes; Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternative” regarding alternatives studied for 
the North Coast Corridor; and Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
regarding the accommodation of planned growth.  Implementation 
of tax cuts is not within the authority of Caltrans; such comments 
would be better addressed to the State Legislature.

The traffic volumes leaving San Diego County and traveling 
through Camp Pendleton would not be changed substantially by 
the proposed project.  Although traffic volumes within the corridor 
would increase slightly over the No Build alternative, this increase 
is due to the increased attractiveness of I-5 for local trips as a result 
of reduced congestion.  However, the increase from local trips 
using I-5 would not affect traffic volumes through Camp Pendleton 
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cont.

due to the general lack of local trips generated by land use along 
this stretch of I-5.  Therefore, the project would not result in a need 
for expansion farther north.

06

With respect to HOV/Managed Lane design, the project alternatives 
propose HOV/Managed Lanes that would be separated from 
the general purpose lanes with either a barrier or a buffer.  Your 
preference for a buffer alternative is noted.  Following the circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  The proposed project would maintain the existing 
free highway lanes.  The proposed HOV/Managed Lanes would 
be available for carpools and buses for free, as well as by single-
occupant vehicles for a fee when extra capacity exists.

The issue of potential concerns related to noise attenuation in the 
City of Oceanside is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As 
described therein, the project would address existing and future 
noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels 
(dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Guidelines).  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures as required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including several 
in the City of Oceanside (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 
through 67, and Section 3.15).  The use of such noise-abatement 
facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  While 
all of the identified soundwalls in the City of Oceanside shown 
on the referenced figures have either been determined to be 
“feasible” and “reasonable,” and/or are preliminarily recommended 
for construction based on other concerns (with associated funding 
included in the related project assumptions), final determinations 
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on the status of these structures, as well as other project features, 
cannot be provided at this time.  Because the project design process 
is ongoing, the ultimate disposition of individual soundwalls could 
be affected by subsequent changes in project design or following 
coordination with affected property owners.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

With respect to noise reduction, there are limited opportunities for 
such an approach on highway projects.  Quieter pavement, such 
as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 
23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure that can be applied 
in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is actively researching 
the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire noise source levels 
to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement characteristics of 
quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases maintenance costs, 
which is a factor being considered in wider applications beyond 
pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower life expectancy 
than concrete, so it would have to be repaired or replaced more 
often.  A conclusion has not been made about practicality and 
effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently included in noise 
abatement measures.  As a result, the use of alternative surfacing 
is not proposed for I-5.  In some special circumstances, Caltrans 
may consider using state only funds to pay for quieter pavement 
to reduce traffic noise.  Related information is available at: http://
www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/index.htm#2011catnap.

The concept of “digging the freeway lower” would not be practicable 
for the I-5 corridor, based on these considerations: (1) the cost 
of excavation over the 27-mile project area for such a design 
would be prohibitive; and (2) the freeway corridor (and associated 
disturbance) would require extension (widening) on both the east 
and west sides to maintain appropriate embankment slopes, 
with associated additional impacts to existing adjacent land uses 
(e.g., additional property acquisitions).

Regarding the use of “composite materials on walls,” it is assumed 
that this comment is referring to the potential use of alternative 
materials for soundwall surfaces to absorb noise.  There are 



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-640

06
cont.

several types of Caltrans-approved soundwall surfaces designed 
to absorb noise, although the use of such surfaces for the proposed 
project would result in only minor noise reduction, and thus may not 
be cost-effective.  Specifically, while standard (i.e., flat masonry) 
walls reflect most of the noise energy striking the wall surface, 
much of the noise energy generated from vehicles does not strike 
the soundwall surface.  That is, noise from roadway traffic is not 
one-dimensional, but rather emanates out from the source in all 
directions.  Noise energy that does strike the wall is reflected at 
an incident angle (i.e., an angle similar to that at which the energy 
struck the wall).  Accordingly, noise energy that strikes a wall and 
is reflected at very low incident angles can potentially result in 
an increase of overall noise levels at associated noise receptors 
(i.e., at locations opposite the walls), although the majority of 
noise energy in this scenario would strike the wall and be reflected 
at higher incident angles such that it would not contribute to an 
increase in associated receptor noise levels.  Based on these 
considerations, the use of noise-absorbing soundwall surfaces for 
the proposed project would generally not provide a meaningful 
level of noise reduction, especially relative to associated costs, 
although Caltrans will consider the use of approved sound-
absorbing soundwall surfaces for site-specific locations during the 
ongoing project design process.

Because the predominant source of roadway noise is vehicular 
(e.g., engine noise and tire/roadway surface interaction), the 
potential use of associated “sound negation techniques,” as 
stated in this comment, is largely outside the purview of Caltrans.  
Specifically, such potential techniques are limited to modifications 
in the roadway surface texture, with the potential use of alternative 
(“quieter”) roadway surface materials discussed above in this 
response.

The other potential factor for this noise source is tire design, which 
is under the control of tire manufacturers, and therefore outside 
Caltrans’ purview.  While tire manufacturers are also researching 
methods to reduce associated roadway interaction noise, these 
efforts are similarly restricted by safety requirements. 
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Many San Diego County employers sometimes allow employees 
to follow flexible schedules or staggered shifts, including the U.S. 
Navy, City of San Diego, and Caltrans.  Requiring other employers 
to allow flexible schedules or staggered shifts, however, is not 
within Caltrans’ authority.

officials think it should be.  These are the same groups of persons who thought it was a good 
idea to put the rail and the freeway close our ocean and through our beautiful lagoons.  

Thank-you,
May God bless you,  
Eileen M Malik 

08
cont.

07

As noted, the project would benefit San Diego by providing 
more certainty in commute time.  This is accomplished through 
reduction of projected congestion.  In addition to the regional 
benefit from the reduction or maintenance of travel time and the 
congestion level that would result from the implementation of the 
proposed project, maintaining or reducing travel times would save 
labor and fuel required to transport goods through the corridor.  
In turn, this would avoid the increased cost of consumer goods 
that might otherwise result from increases in labor and fuel costs 
related to increased travel time.  Reduced and more reliable travel 
time through the corridor would also benefit local employers by 
reducing the number of times employees are late to work and the 
related impacts of unreliable employee arrival times on their ability 
to meet the needs of their clientele.  Without project improvements, 
congested conditions would prevail for three-and-one-half hours 
northbound and six hours southbound during a.m. peak hours and 
for six hours both north- and southbound during p.m. peak hours.  
With the focused improvements provided under the Preferred 
Alternative, these overall periods of congestion would drop to no 
hours of congestion for northbound a.m. peak travelers, and lower 
by half an hour and four hours for north- and southbound travelers, 
respectively, during p.m. peak hours.

A number of community enhancement features are identified 
within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  
If implemented, these features would create and/or improve 
amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit centers, and 
park and ride facilities.

Environmental benefits anticipated to result from project 
implementation include improved tidal flushing through lengthening 
of bridges over lagoons (refer to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Effects”) and decreases in emissions of air pollutants, including 
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greenhouse gases (refer to Topical Responses “Air Pollutants” 
and “Climate Change”).

With regard to noise impacts, while project-related noise level 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions. 
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Please also refer to the response to 
your Comment 06 regarding noise impacts and attenuation.

To the extent practicable, Caltrans has attempted to achieve the 
noted regional benefits while avoiding and/or minimizing impacts 
to property and sensitive resources.  Decision makers will consider 
the impacts and benefits of the alternatives when making their 
selection.

With regard to San Diego turning “into another LA or Inland 
Empire,” please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community 
Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications 
on North County community character and why those effects are 
not expected to result in a substantial adverse overall impact in 
the communities already crossed by this highway.  

Regarding the proximity of the rail and freeway to the ocean and 
lagoons, as stated in Section 1.3.7, Other I-5 Projects, of the 
Final EIR/EIS, the rail line, which is located for extended stretches 
directly adjacent to the Pacific Ocean, was originally established 
during the late 1800’s.  The existing coastal communities were 
established and grew around the rail line.  The I-5 freeway serves 
as the commuter link for the coastal communities of San Diego 
County and the regional link with the Los Angeles Metropolitan 
area.  While it is clear that there are geographic and social 
constraints to the expansion of the rail and freeway, corridor-level 
transportation studies and regional growth projections indicate 
that upgrades to both of these modes of travel are needed to 
accommodate future transportation needs.
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01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to air quality pollution, as described in EIR/EIS 
Sections 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information on air quality issues.

For water quality pollution, and as described in EIR/EIS 3.10, Water 
Quality and Storm Water Runoff, potential project-related water 
quality impacts are evaluated in association with the identified 
build alternatives and the No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also
identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases:  maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, as applicable).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases. Based on these considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.

Regarding potential noise concerns, and as discussed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related sound increases 
would vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 
corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build 

698
Joan Marchese  
Tuesday, September 14, 2010 5:34 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

What does this do to our air quality, pollution, noise, health, visual of walls only and global 
warming? Could we use a mono rail over I-5 instead?  01

Response to Joan Marchese
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conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally are not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Potential long-term health effects from living in proximity to a 
freeway are specifically discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The 
analysis indicates that there would be an approximately 49 percent 
decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions 
over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions for the 
No Build alternative and the build alternatives provided in Final 
EIR/EIS Tables 3-14.11 and 3-14.12 for future years 2015 and 
2030.  As a result, it is anticipated that health effects associated 
with traffic congestion would be improved over existing conditions.  

Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies design 
measures to reduce visual impacts from soundwalls and retaining 
walls, including efforts such as the use of landscaping, articulated 
facades, and earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations), 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

Regarding potential project-related global warming impacts, 
EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an analysis 
of associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including a 
quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  As discussed therein and above in this response, the 
project would be expected to result in lower overall air emissions 

01
cont.
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(including GHG) compared to existing conditions.  The project build 
alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce buildout carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds 
of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Climate Change” for additional information on global warming 
and climate change issues.

With regard to implementing a monorail instead of the proposed 
project, please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for 
a discussion of transportation alternatives evaluated for the North 
Coast Corridor, which included early screening relative to use of a 
monorail in this area.  Please also note that the proposed project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference”, and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding mass transit options. 

Additionally, while High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes were 
determined to be needed within the current planning horizon, one 
of the key objectives of the project (refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.2, 
Purpose of the Project) is to provide a facility that is compatible 
with other future modal options.

01
cont.
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783
Susannah Marcus        
9/15/2010 10:24 AM  
Subject: I-5 Expansion plan 

With the I-5, how can you rationalize that this expansion is a good idea when there have been 
precedents that have proved this sort of thinking wrong in Los Angeles? Why would you prefer 
this over the alternative, funneling more money into public transportation?  

Susannah Marcus

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

In regard to your comments regarding precedents in Los Angeles, 
no one answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway 
system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject to 
specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5 and would occur 
simultaneously as other regional efforts to address transportation 
demand, including changes in land use patterns and improvement 
of public transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to the Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of 
projected growth in traffic over time and the Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation 
improvements, which change over time and can be iterative. 

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public 
transportation, as well as the Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Response to Susannah Marcus
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Rosie Marks  
7/19/10 9:13 PM 
Subject: I-5 Corridor Question from KSDM.com 

Subscribe to I-5 newsletter: on Question: We live one block west of I-5 off of Carlsbad Village 
Drive and Harding Street. There is already a fair amount of freeway noise during morning rush 
hour. Are there plans to build a sound wall along the west side of I-5 in the old part of Carlsbad 
Village and if so, where would this barrier start and stop.  

01
Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
noise concerns and soundwall construction in the area west of I-5 
near the Carlsbad Village Drive Interchange (near the intersection 
of Carlsbad Village Drive and Harding Street).  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels
(dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including S811 in 
the subject area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 52
through 54).  Based on the noted FHWA and Caltrans criteria, 
S811 has been recommended for construction and would extend 
for much of the distance between Carlsbad Village Drive and 
Tamarack Avenue (Stations 803+00 to  815+00) at a height of 
10 feet.

Response to Rosie Marks
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978
Daniela Marshall 
11/10/2010 01:07 PM 
Subject: HWY 5 expansion

My house is in Oceanside, 419 S. Weitzel Street, a few blocks from HWY 5 but far enough for 
the noise  
not to carry under normal weather/wind conditions. I have the following questions:  

1- How many more vehicles a day will be on HWY5 between Mission Avenue and Oceanside 
Boulevard after the freeway expansion (please specify per each proposed option).  
2- How much will the noise pollution increase in my neighborhood because of the HWY 5 
expansion (please specify per each proposed option)?  
2- How much will the air pollution increase in my neighborhood because of the HWY 5 
expansion (please specify per each proposed option)?  
3- How much will my property value decrease due to increased proximity to the freeway and 
therefore the increased noise/air pollution?  

Sincerely,
Mariarosa Daniela Marshall  
419 S Weitzel Street
P.O. Box 2929  
Oceanside, CA 92054  

01

02

03

04
05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Specific responses to your individual comments on project-related 
traffic volumes, noise pollution, air pollution, and property values 
are provided below.

With respect to your inquiry regarding the number of additional 
vehicles between Mission Avenue and Oceanside Boulevard after 
the proposed improvements are implemented, a detailed analysis 
can be found in Table 3.2 of the Traffic Technical Report Number 5 
– Forecasting Report (August 2007).  As shown in that table, 
average daily trips (ADT) between these two off-ramps for the 2030 
No Build alternative are roughly 144,000.  ADT for the 2030 10+4 
alternatives is roughly 151,300 and ADT for the 8+4 alternatives 
is roughly 150,000.  The relatively small increase between the 
No Build alternative and the other build alternatives is due to a 
number of regional and project strategies and/or improvements 
designed to reduce the growth in the number of vehicle miles 
traveled and to encourage options to the use of single-occupant 
vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic.  

02

Responses to Daniela Marshall

With respect to noise concerns, and as discussed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related noise increases would 
vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] 
and Caltrans guidelines.  In the area of the subject property 
(419 South Weitzel Street in the City of Oceanside), the closest 
noise receptor sites include R20.18 through R20.22 (refer to 
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Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 61).  As shown in EIR/EIS Table 
3.15.41, the projected future noise levels (with the project and no 
soundwall) at the noted noise receptor sites would increase by 
between two and three dBA.  While these figures are associated 
with the 10+4 Barrier alternative, Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS 
notes that the difference in noise levels between the 10+4 Barrier 
and the other alternatives “[w]ould be imperceptible.”  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

04 Regarding project-related air pollution concerns, this issue is 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described 
therein, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air 
quality compared to existing conditions.  While these conclusions 
are associated with the 10+4 Buffer alternative, corresponding 
emission levels for the other build alternatives would be essentially 
the same.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for 
additional information on project-related air quality considerations.

Based solely on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects as well as to the 
responses to your Comments 03 and 04 regarding noise and air 
quality, respectively. 



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-650

01

886
Eric Martin
11/22/2010 10:09 AM 
Subject:  I-5 proposal

Dear Caltrans,  

The proposed expansion for Interstate 5 raises important questions which are of great concern 
for local residents:  

1) Has there been adequate study of the current and future needs for mass transit? Public 
transportation is obviously going to be a larger part of southern California's future, for reasons of 
convenience, environmental stewardship, and logical necessity (interstates can't go on 
expanding forever!).

2) Is the project consistent with budgetary priorities encouraging mass transit?   

3) Is the project consistent with environmental priorities limiting greenhouse gas emissions?  

These are important issues, and it is not clear that such questions have been adequately 
studied or answered.  The policy of continually widening roads must come to an end someday, 
and the question is the timescale of such changes, and I think that when the appropriate 
timescale (many decades) is taken into effect, this proposed project seems woefully under-
motivated.  

Thanks for your time and consideration.  
Sincerely,
Eric Martin
3911-A Miramar St.  
La Jolla, CA 92037  

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to your concern regarding studies of current and 
future mass transit needs, a comprehensive regional planning 
process has been undertaken to plan regional growth patterns 
and determine the multimodal transportation system that would 
best handle the anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning 
process include the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern 
contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, and 
walkable development located near transit.  Changes in land use 
patterns and smart growth can, however, take an extended period 
to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain or 
reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as 
part of a multimodal system.  These improvements would allow the 
time necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, 
such as smart growth, which would place a heavier emphasis 
on mass transit.  For more information on mass transit options, 
please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit,” as well as Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives,” which outlines previously considered 
alternatives to the proposed build alternatives.

The 2050 RTP is designed to expedite and facilitate mass transit.  
The largest proportion of the transportation funding identified in 
the RTP will go toward transit.  Under the 2050 RTP, mass transit 
will receive 36 percent of the funds in the first 10 years.  The 
percentage dedicated to transit will grow each decade, up to 44 
percent from 2021 to 2030, 47 percent in the third decade, and 
57 percent in the last decade of the plan.  More specifically, the 
Early Action Program developed for TransNet sales-tax revenues 
places a major emphasis on funding transit-related projects 
including:  upgrades to the Blue and Orange San Diego Trolley 
routes, construction of a Mid-Coast route for the San Diego Trolley, 
new and modified Bus Rapid Transit stations along I-15 between 

Responses to Eric Martin
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State Route (SR) 163 and SR-78, construction of managed 
lanes on segments of I-15 and I-805, double-tracking along the 
Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) corridor, 
and rapid bus service in Mid-City.  The 2050 RTP also identifies 
funding for I-5 improvements.

The project is consistent with budgetary priorities.  Project 
funding is partially from the TransNet program, which is a voter-
approved half-cent sales tax for regional transportation projects 
in San Diego.  The $17 billion generated during the 60-year life 
of the program is distributed to transportation projects in general.  
TransNet monies are divided so that approximately one-third each 
goes to highways, transit and local roadways.  All of the modes 
have been determined in need of improvements in order for the 
system to work at peak efficiency as a multimodal transportation 
system for the North Coast Corridor.  For more information on 
TransNet, please visit www.keepsandiegomoving.com.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding 
for mass transit.

Regarding your concerns on project-related greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6,
Climate Change.  This section provides an analysis of project-
related GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation of 
potential impacts from the project Build alternatives.  As discussed 
therein, the project build alternatives are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  It should also be noted that the 
San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the project, along with other 
multimodal solutions, and forecasts a countywide reduction in 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by California 
Assembly Bill 32 and California Senate Bill 375.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
on GHG and related global warming and climate change issues.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 01 and 
02 regarding public transportation, budgetary priorities, and 

03

01
cont.
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GHG.  The proposed project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as one 
element of multi-agency, multimodal improvements planned for 
the North Coast Corridor.  Employing a planning horizon through 
2050 allows the region to work toward complex solutions that 
take extended time to implement.  Based on current planning and 
modeling projections, roadway improvements are a necessary 
element of the transportation network in this time frame.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” with regard to 
the relationship between freeway expansion and regional growth, 
and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” with regard to the lifespan 
of the proposed improvements.
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937
Mindy Martin  
11/19/2010 09:09 PM  
Subject: Questions regarding the I-5 expansion proposal

Good afternoon.
I am writing, first, to convey my very grave concerns about the proposed expansions and, 
second, to ask a few questions about the project.  

I am relatively new to California and, I must admit, that I have been quite surprised to find it to 
be considerably less environmentally-oriented than the rest of the nation supposes.  We 
outsiders envision California as a place that is almost maniacal in its protection of the land, the 
water and its inhabitants.  Just a brief look at this proposal quickly dispels one of that myth.  I 
truly treasure the coastal views that we are so lucky to have here in San Diego.  Where else can 
we, while driving--or, yes, even sitting in traffic--catch a glimpse of the ocean? No where that I 
know.  I also treasure the peaceful dips over the lagoons.  Most importantly, I treasure my life 
west of the 5. It is a wonderful thing to listen to the waves when you are lying in bed at night.  
Now, one need not be an environmentalist to value these things.  I attach intrinsic value to them, 
but I can also place an aesthetic value and a monetary value.  My property value--indeed that of 
most everyone living between the 5 and Coast highway and hundreds living east of the 5--will 
be devastated not only by the construction that is estimated to go on for upwards of 40 years, 
but by an LA-sized freeway bisecting the coast.  It is hard to know whether it would be worse to 
have sound walls, which would obscure views, which evidence suggests are marginally effective 
at best and are, themselves, an eye-sore; or to have no protection from the deafening noise of a 
super high-way and to be able to see it in all its glory.  The noise, the loss of viewshed, the loss 
of property vale--these calamities might be worth it if there were a) no other way around the 
problem of increasing traffic and/or b) if we knew that building more lanes would actually ease 
traffic. It seems that neither is the case.  Since I suspect--and I assure you I saddens me to 
know--that the preceding comments fall on deaf ears, I will get on to my questions.  

1a. In LA, freeway expansions have not resulted in less congestion, but, rather, similar levels of 
congestion on bigger freeways.  What evidence do we have that, once we build extra lanes, our 
traffic will not simply 'catch up', leaving us in precisely the same situation we find ourselves in 
now?

1b. Does the plan call for any measures to mitigate or reduce the number of cars on the road to 
combat this, keeping in mind that less congestion may actually encourage more people to 
drive?

2. Why is the 56 expansion excluded from this DEIR?  

3a. Statutes require that the DEIR fully explore the no-build option.  However, the document 
repeatedly treats the no-build option as a do-nothing option.  Why is this option given such 
short-shrift?  

3b. Was any consideration given to keeping the highway at its present size but redirecting 
freight or placing restraints on what time of day freight can be moved along the corridor?  

3c. Was due consideration given to keeping the highway at its present size, but expanding rail 
service, both along the coast and, perhaps, inland?  

01

02

03

04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Specific responses to your individual comments are provided below.

As you note, current views from I-5 would change with the project.  
Visual character of the corridor would become more urban.  As 
discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, there 
would be some loss of views to scenic resources, and there would 
be modifications to current views of the highway right-of-way.  In 
many instances, however, project soundwalls or retaining walls 
would be located only on one side of I-5.  Specific to the loss 
of ocean views, view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most visible 
across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and 
these views would be maintained.  Some soundwalls (or sections 
of soundwalls) have not been recommended in part because of 
impacts to coastal views.  In addition, this is a linear facility, and 
views shift as the viewer moves along the highway.  Views along 
the project corridor would continue to be a mix of open vistas, 
including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that are 
blocked by development or changed due to implementation of 
project landscaping.  Overall, these views would be similar to the 
existing view conditions.  Please note that the loss of an ocean 
view shown on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be 
avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112 of this Final EIR/EIS).

Regarding property values, substantial adverse impacts to property 
values are not anticipated from project implementation.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information 
regarding factors affecting residential property value.  

Project construction would not occur continuously at any given 
location and would instead occur in phases.  Please refer to 

Responses to Mindy Martin



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-654

the phasing discussion and graphics in Section 2.4, Phased 
Construction, of the EIR/EIS for information about which activities 
would occur in which phase.

Proposed changes to the I-5 right-of-way would be linear in 
nature, and although substantial change is discussed for specific 
locations in Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS, modifications to I-5 are not 
expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall 
quality of life in the communities already crossed by this highway.  
The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part of 
northern San Diego County, generally characterized by its coastal 
location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, commercial 
centers and activities, as well as preserves associated with coastal 
lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Character 
and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and landform 
modification would be within a developed urban area and along an 
existing primary transportation facility.  Overall, because the project 
generally would improve, rather than adversely impact, recreational 
facilities and would enhance access within the community, the 
implementation of new project features is not expected to have an 
adverse effect on regional community character.

Noise-related concerns are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise.  As described therein, although project-related noise level 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions. Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans Guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures as required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1
of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15).  The use 
of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 

01
cont.
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traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

03

01
cont.

The I-5 NCC Project is only part of a larger transportation upgrade 
that the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
is developing for the corridor, including significant expansion 
to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, 
and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access.  Based 
on regional growth projections, upgrades to all of these travel 
modes are needed to accommodate future transportation needs.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
public transportation, including mass transit options, and Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives evaluated 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of planned 
growth.

The use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes 
would provide additional highway capacity by increasing the 
number of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  It is acknowledged that the proposed project would not 
eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in 
substantially less congestion than would occur under the No Build 
alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3,
total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No 
Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with 
this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 
8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

Please note that no one answer is appropriate for all segments of 
our State highway system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles 
are subject to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed 
changes are projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5 
and are designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion.  To 
this end, associated improvements are intended to accommodate 
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projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system and allow the region to work toward complex solutions 
such as changes in land use patterns that take extended time to 
implement.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
regarding the accommodation of projected growth in traffic over 
time and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid 
nature of transportation improvements, which change over time 
and can be iterative. 

Additionally, the potential for induced demand has been included 
in the project’s analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small—approximately four percent—
in association with the proposed project, as a result of a number 
of regional and project strategies and improvements designed to 
reduce the growth in the number of VMT and to encourage options 
to the use of single-occupant vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of 
the EIR/EIS).  This would maximize the lifespan of the proposed 
improvements.

05

Although State Route (SR-) 56 would connect to I-5, it could 
seem logical to consider it part of the proposed project.  However, 
SR-56 is an east-west route and its improvement has a separate 
purpose in terms of users served and potential environmental 
effects.  For these reasons, it has been separately evaluated as 
a stand-alone project.  Please note, however, that the I-5 / SR-56 
Direct Connectors Project is included in the EIR/EIS in Section 3.25, 
Cumulative Analysis, for the issue of visual resources.  The project 
is addressed in text and in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.25.2, Summary 
of Cumulative Projects, as project 25 under “Caltrans Projects.”

The EIR/EIS identifies and provides detailed descriptions of a 
range of alternatives in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, including 
four build alternatives and a No Build alternative.  All of these 
alternatives, including the No Build alternative, are evaluated at 
an equal level of detail in the EIR/EIS as required by applicable 
environmental statues and guidelines.  As described in EIR/EIS 
Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative, the No Build alternative must 
discuss the existing conditions as well as what other project would 
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3d. With regard to mitigating the impacts caused by the expansion, page 65 of section 4 of the 
DEIR, accessed using this pdf link http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/PartFour.pdf 
merely stipulates that "implementation of the no build alternative would not offer the benefits or 
losses of the build alternatives.  It would not resolve worsening congestion on local streets and 
highways." My question is why the no-build alternative assumes that no congestion-reducing 
measures take place?  This is why I ask 3a-3c.  It seems that, when the no-build option is 
addressed, it is discussed as a straw man, an argument whose only purpose is to be destroyed.   

4. Are property value losses not considered in short-term or long-term losses associated with 
the project? If so, where?  I cannot locate them.  If not, why not?  

5. Why are homes lost to the build option not considered in short-term or long-term losses 
associated with the project, as discussed in section 4? It is almost sickening that the report 
notes CONCRETE use in this section but not the taking of hundreds of homes.  

6. Along these lines, have the homes that will be taken, as well as those that are the least 
fortunate (those who will be stuck with the freeway right in their front yard, on an easement), 
been notified? If not, why not?  When does Caltrans intend to notify the homeowners? If so, in 
what manner and at what time?  

7. I've seen evidence that sound walls reverberate sound rather than absorb it.  Does Cal-trans 
have evidence that sound walls actually absorb sound?  

8. Representatives at town hall meetings suggested that budgetary concerns may mean that 
sound walls may not be available where needed.  The DEIR states that the build options create 
significant noise and that Caltrans aims to mitigate that using sound walls.  If the budget runs 
out and sound walls are not built, will Caltrans be in violation of its charge to mitigate 
environmental impacts (all presuming that sound walls *do* actually mitigate noise)?  

8b. Will it be in similar violation if sound walls are built but are not effective (i.e., if sound walls 
prove *not* to mitigate noise)?  

9. Section 4.6.2 of Part 5 of the DEIR acknowledges that GHGs come from automobiles.  It also 
acknowledges Caltrans' charge to mitigate environmental impacts of the project.  Yet, the 
document simply suggests that reducing stop-and-go traffic "may" reduce emissions.  Is this 
enough to meet the statutory burden?  

9b. How does this account for additional automobiles that can then move across the highway?  

9c. The document indicates that emissions increase at speeds over 55mph.  Intuitively, reduced 
congestion results in increased speeds.  Why doesn't the document address this?  

10. WHY DOESN'T THE DEIR TAKE SERIOUSLY THE POSSIBILITY OF IMPROVED  
RAIL TRAVEL IN SAN DIEGO, which actually *does* mitigate GHG emissions?  
I look forward to reading Caltrans' detailed reply to these questions and those posed by my  
neighbors and fellow citizens.  

Sincerely,
Mindy Martin  

05
cont.
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be reasonably expected to occur in the future if the proposed 
project was not approved.  Therefore, it inherently entails fewer 
impacts than the build alternatives.  As such, the discussion of 
potential impacts, as well as related avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures, associated with the No Build alternative 
are typically less extensive than those provided for the build 
alternatives.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor.  Note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding transportation 
alternatives, including planned rail improvements. 

Additionally, with regard to redirecting or prohibiting freight during 
peak travel times, truck traffic comprises approximately five to 
seven percent of I-5 traffic in the existing condition.  This is also the 
projected future condition.  Given the relatively small percentage 
of trucks on I-5, the potential benefits to traffic flow would not 
justify the potential impacts on truck routing, users, businesses, 
and delivery actions by placing timing restrictions on trucks.

Projects anticipated to proceed even if I-5 is not improved and 
that are incorporated into analysis of the No Build alternative 
throughout the EIR/EIS are detailed in Section 2.2.4, and include 
highway, rail, and local agency projects.  The analysis in the 
EIR/EIS reflects that congestion-reducing features associated 
with public transportation as discussed in revenue-constrained 
projects in SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan are 
critical elements of planned transportation improvements in the 
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North Coast Corridor.  Even as a group, however, implementation 
of those transportation projects would not eliminate need for 
I-5 improvements.

07

Refer to the response to your Comment 01 above with regard 
to property values.  Section 3.23, Relationship Between Local 
Short-term Uses of the Human Environment and the Maintenance 
and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity, states that:  
“Implementation of build alternatives would result in attainment of 
short-term and long-term transportation and economic objectives 
at the expense of some long-term social, aesthetic, biological, 
noise, and other land use impacts.”  The loss of homes is an 
important element of the noted social impacts, as indicated in 
Section 3.4, Community Impacts, and the technical Community 
Impact Assessment report.  

Property owners immediately butting the I-5 right-of-way, as well 
as property owners abutting lots abutting the I-5 right-of-way, are 
on a mailing list that Caltrans uses for each major stage of the 
project.  These individuals may see the notices for public hearings 
listed in local newspapers, etc., but also are directly contacted.  
Aerial photographs with a generalized right-of-way plotted on 
them were provided in the Final EIR/EIS (Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1
through 67).  Referring to them provides a general idea regarding 
potential project footprint and properties or portions of properties 
identified for acquisition if the project is approved.  These have been 
updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reflect the Preferred Alternative.  
With regard to specifics, however, engineers continue to refine 
the project design and to work on minimizing the project footprint 
in order to avoid property impacts to the greatest extent possible.  
Once the final design is completed, Caltrans will coordinate 
with each property owner for which right-of-way is required, as 
consistent with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) and Title 
49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24, which serve as 
the basis for related policies and procedures of Caltrans.  See the 
EIR/EIS Appendix C, Relocation Assistance Information.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.” 
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08 With respect to the potential for soundwalls to reverberate (or 
reflect) noise, this comment is correct in that flat masonry walls 
do reflect most of the noise energy striking the wall surface.  It’s 
also important to note, however, that much of the noise energy 
generated from freeway sources (vehicles) does not strike 
soundwall surfaces.  That is, noise from roadway traffic is not 
one-dimensional, but rather emanates out from the source in all 
directions.  Noise energy that does strike a wall is reflected at an 
incident angle (i.e., an angle similar to that at which the energy 
struck the wall).  Accordingly, noise energy that strikes a wall and 
is reflected at very low incident angles can potentially result in an 
increase of overall noise levels at associated noise receptors (i.e., 
at locations opposite the walls), although this effect is limited, as 
noise levels decrease with increased distance traveled from the 
source.  The majority of noise energy, however, would strike the 
wall and be reflected at higher incident angles, such that it would 
not contribute to an increase in associated receptor noise levels.  

There are several types of Caltrans-approved soundwall surfaces 
that absorb noise.  While the use of such surfaces for the proposed 
project would result in only minor noise reduction as a result of 
the conditions described above and thus may not be generally 
be cost-effective, Caltrans staff will consider the use of sound-
absorbing surfaces during the project design process.

Regarding budgetary concerns, funding for each phase would 
be secured before it is initiated; this includes mitigation for any 
potential impacts associated with the project.  Federal, State, and 
local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, 
and monies are being tracked.  Please reference tracking of 
TransNet monies (transportation funding provided by a half-cent 
regional sales tax approved by the voters) and the TransNet 
Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, which was formed 
to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure of funds, 
at http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?committeeid=75&fuseaction
=committees.detail.  More information about SANDAG is available 
at its home page at www.sandag.org.



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-660

cont.

10

09 With respect to the issue of funding for soundwalls, please refer 
to the response to your Comment 01 above.  As described 
therein, soundwall evaluations are based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures.  The “reasonable” determination is basically 
a cost-benefit analysis, with associated factors including resident 
acceptance, absolute noise level, build versus existing noise 
levels, environmental impacts of abatement, public and local 
agency input, newly constructed development versus development 
pre-dating 1978, and the cost per benefited residence, which 
entails calculating an allowance considered to be a “reasonable” 
amount of money to spend on abatement per benefited residence.  
Accordingly, the issue of funding for soundwalls is not related to 
the overall project budget, but rather is based on whether or not the 
estimated cost would exceed the “reasonable” allowance.  There 
are circumstances, however, under which a soundwall determined 
not to be “reasonable” because of the described cost considerations 
may be recommended for construction.  If, for example, one or 
more noise receptors associated with an identified soundwall would 
be “severely impacted” by the project (i.e., exhibit a project-related 
noise level at or above 75 dBA), noise abatement is required to 
be considered per Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines, and the associated soundwall could be 
recommended if individual abatement at “severely impacted” noise 
receptors cannot be implemented.  Additional discussion of the 
project noise analysis, including site-specific data used to determine 
whether soundwalls are “reasonable,” “feasible,” and recommended 
for construction, is provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, as well as the 
associated Noise Study Report and Noise Abatement Data Report 
(Volumes 1 and 2), with the technical studies available for review at: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCCTechStudies.html.
Final decisions regarding abatement are made following refined 
project engineering and consultation with potentially affected 
property owners.  As described in the response to your Comment 
01, soundwalls have been shown to be effective at reducing noise.  

With respect to project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
and as described in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, the 
project build alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds 
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of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  Also refer to Topical Response “Climate 
Change” for additional information on GHG and related global 
warming and climate change issues.

Regarding traffic volumes and GHG concerns, the analysis in 
EIR/EIS Section 4.6 noted above incorporates associated traffic 
projections for the project build alternatives and the No Project 
Alternative.  Specifically, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, 
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities,
projected traffic volumes for the project build alternatives reflect 
higher overall volumes than the No Build alternative, with these 
figures used in the quantified evaluation of project-related GHG 
emissions (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.2).

With respect to the relationship between vehicle speeds and 
emissions (including GHG), while this comment is correct in that 
there is an increase in emission for speeds over 55 mph, the 
EIR/EIS analysis in Section 4.6 also notes that the most severe 
emissions occur from 0-25 miles per hour.  To the extent that a 
project relieves congestion by enhancing operations and improving 
travel times in high congestion travel corridors GHG emissions,
particularly CO2, may be reduced (refer to EIR/EIS Figure 4-2).
Accordingly, and as noted above in this response, the project build 
alternatives are projected to result in a net reduction of long-term 
emissions, including GHG, compared to the No Build alternative.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 05.
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Responses to R. Maus

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Responses to each of your questions are provided below.

With regard to the placement and number of walls, please refer 
to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67 of the EIR/EIS.  Regarding 
the heights of the proposed soundwalls, please refer to the 
tables within Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS.  For additional 
discussion for retaining wall heights, please refer to Section 3.7, 
Visual/Aesthetics.  The project design would continue to be refined 
following the selection of an alternative.

If the project is approved, the number of property acquisitions 
would be based on the final project design as well as which 
alternative is selected by decision makers.  Please see EIR/
EIS Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition,
for information regarding possible property acquisitions for each 
project alternative as currently designed.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.   Engineers are still refining the project 
design and working to minimize the project footprint to avoid 
impacts to properties to the extent possible.  Precise numbers 
and dimensions of property required would not be known until 
completion of the final project design and alternative selection, 
which would occur just prior to acquisition of individual properties.  
Where impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties would be 
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subject to an appraisal to determine the fair market value, and 
a corresponding offer of just compensation would be made.  In 
addition, assistance for relocated property owners would be 
available through measures under the Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Properties Acquisition Policies Act of 1970.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and
“Acquisition Valuation” for additional information.  

The number of lanes to be added varies between build alternatives.  
Please refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.2a through 2-2.2e for a 
schematic illustration of how many lanes would be added to each 
of the highway segments included in the comment under the 
various alternatives.

Regarding the thickness and life expectancy of the concrete for 
the proposed project, it should be noted that Caltrans has paved 
certain sections of some highways with what is commonly referred 
to as “long-life pavement” for monitoring and analysis.  The possible 
use of such pavement on this project cannot be determined at this 
time, but the general life expectancy of the concrete pavement 
that would be used for the I-5 NCC Project is 40 years.

Please refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.2 for information on average 
daily traffic (ADT) on segments of I-5 in the project area.  ADT on 
the segments of I-5 within the project area varies, from 169,900 
ADT occurring between La Jolla Village Drive and Genesee 
Avenue to 281,400 ADT occurring between the I-5 / I-805 Merge 
and Carmel Valley Road.  Please refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic 
and Transportation, for information regarding existing ADT.

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies, and Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
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regarding alternative transportation options being pursued, as well 
as Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives 
previously evaluated for the North Coast Corridor.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
on issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

Federal, State, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project
have been identified, and monies are being tracked.  In general, 
projects such as the I-5 NCC Project that are included in the 
2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) Revenue Constrained 
Scenario are anticipated to receive approximately 55 percent of 
their funding from local sources, 28 percent from State sources, 
and 17 percent from federal sources.  Local funds would come 
from the TransNet program, a half-cent sales tax approved by 
voters and already in effect.  No tax increases would be required 
as a result of project implementation.



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-665

01

787
Julie Maxey      
09/18/2010 02:05 PM 
Subject I-5, further freeway expansion Re: I-5 expansion. 

Short term versus long term solutions. The real issue is allowing for growth with out the invasive 
freeways paving over land and wetlands and existing homes. With more lanes, more cars there 
will be more and continued traffic issues that can only lead to a non navigable situation such as 
our neighbor to the north: Los Angeles: Pretty much a grid locked tangle all days, all nights. Put 
in parallel to existing roadways, fast rail, an obvious answer, should be the solution with park 
and ride designations at key location along the route.  

I-5 for commuters, I 78 for freight. There will be construction with added rail, but it will eliminate 
the current dangerous tracks on the Del Mar cliffs suffering further eroding as I write, and add 
sensible transportation for coming generations.  

Best,
Julie Maxey-Allison  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With regard to potential new traffic (i.e., more cars) generated by 
the proposed project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial number of additional trips (i.e., more cars).  
Improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes 
in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  The 
proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, 
for example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential for the project to 
result in increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, 
has been included in the project’s analysis and is addressed in 
the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road is anticipated to be 
relatively small.

With regard to San Diego becoming more like Los Angeles and its 
traffic issues, no one answer is appropriate for all segments of our 
State highway system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles 
are subject to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed 
changes are projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5 
and would occur simultaneously with other regional efforts to 
address transportation demand, including improvement of public 
transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of projected 

Response to Julie Maxey
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growth in traffic over time and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
regarding the fluid nature of transportation improvements, which 
change over time and can be iterative.

With regard to redirecting freight to use State Route (SR-) 78, 
instead of I-5 – truck traffic comprises approximately five to 
seven percent of I-5 traffic now.  This is also the projected future 
condition.  It is unclear how SR-78 would serve as an effective 
freight alternative to I-5, as this roadway travels in an east-west 
direction, rather than the north-south route provided by I-5.  Given 
the relatively small percentage of trucks on I-5, the potential 
benefits to traffic flow would not justify the potential impacts on 
truck routing, users, businesses, and delivery actions by placing 
restrictions on trucks.

Rail improvements within the North Coast Corridor have separate 
utility in terms of transportation function and users served and 
are being pursued separately by the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) in cooperation with the Federal 
Transit Authority and/or Federal Rail Authority.  This document 
only addresses the I-5 facility, and is focused on highway 
improvements consistent with regional plans.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and “Rail Preference” for 
additional discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to rail facilities.

01
cont.
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812
Rob Mayers  
10/22/2010 01:59 PM  
Subject Questions regarding I-5 expansion at site R11.25-29 

Dear Shay Lynn Harrison:  
I have several questions concerning the I-5 expansion in-between Encinitas Blvd. and Leucadia 
Blvd. particularly sites R11.25, R11.26, R11.27, and R11.28 according to figure 2-2.14v. My 
townhome is at 601 Sweet Pea Place, Encinitas CA 92024.  My environmental impact questions 
involve how much ultrafine particulate matters and decibel (dB) levels will increase on my back 
patio which faces west over I-5.  

Decibel levels (dB):

1. Regarding sound walls: S689 on the west side of I-5, S680, S686A, and S688 on the east 
side. What materials will these sound walls be made of?  Are sound absorbing (rather than 
sound reflecting) materials being considered? Please explain.  

2. The common ocean breezes flow on-shore from West to East, thereby sound travelling east 
most of the time. Please direct me to the EIR study which acknowledges this and what the 
solutions are for those who live on the East side of I-5.  

3. How much will decibel levels increase at Paul Ecke Sports Park due to NCC project?  

4.  S689:  
 1. Why is this sound wall being considered?  Is this sound wall necessary?  
 2. If built, how much will decibel levels increase (compared to current dB) at or adjacent 

to 601 Sweet Pea Place from sound waves bouncing off of sound wall S689?  
 3. Is sound reflection off of S689 being considered in part of the EIR study?  
 4. Can you provide me of an estimate of the sound increases due to the noise reflecting 

off of freeway walls?  Particularly in this portion of the corridor.  

5. S680: How high will this wall be?  Will sound travel over the wall toward 601 Sweet Pea 
Place?  What increases of dB levels should I expect? Are typical on-shore west-to-east breezes 
being considered in measuring dB levels on the east side of I-5?  

6. S686A: How high will this wall be? How much will decibel levels increase over the wall into 
the neighborhood of 601 Sweet Pea Place?  

7. How much will the dB levels increase in the channels in-between sound walls S680 and 
S686A? And S686A and S688? Ultrafine particles (UFP):  

 1. Will the levels of ultrafine particles increase at or adjacent to 601 Sweet Pea Place? If 
so, estimated by how much?  

 2. Will the increased levels of UFP pose an increased health risk to residents on or 
around Sweet Pea Place, Carmel Creeper, and Silver Berry Place?  

 3. How much will UFP levels increase at Paul Ecke Sports Park?  
 4. What is being considered in order to minimize the amount of UFP and other air 

pollution due to this NCC project particularly in this location at the Paul Ecke Sports Park 
where a great deal of athletic activity takes place?  
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related “ultrafine particulate matters” (particulate 
matter [PM]) and noise concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of 
Encinitas Boulevard (601 Sweet Pea Place).  Specific responses 
to your individual comments are provided below.

03

Responses to Rob Mayers

Regarding the materials that may be used to construct Soundwalls 
S680, S686A, S688, and S689, the project design process is 
ongoing.  While there are several types of Caltrans-approved 
soundwall surfaces designed to absorb noise, the use of such 
surfaces for the proposed project would result in only minor noise 
reduction, and thus may not be cost-effective.  Specifically, while 
standard (i.e., flat masonry) walls reflect most of the noise energy 
striking the wall surface, much of the noise energy generated from 
freeway sources (vehicles) does not strike soundwall surfaces.
That is, noise from roadway traffic is not one-dimensional, but 
rather emanates out from the source in all directions.  Noise energy 
that does strike walls is reflected at an incident angle (i.e., an angle 
similar to that at which the energy struck the wall).  Accordingly, 
noise energy that strikes a wall and is reflected at very low incident 
angles can potentially result in an increase of overall noise levels 
at associated noise receptors (i.e., at locations opposite the walls), 
although the majority of noise energy in this scenario would strike 
the wall and be reflected at higher incident angles, such that it 
would not contribute to an increase in associated noise levels.
Based on these considerations, the use of noise-absorbing 
soundwall surfaces for the proposed project would generally not 
provide a meaningful level of noise reduction (especially relative 
to associated costs), although Caltrans will consider the use of 
approved sound-absorbing soundwall surfaces for site-specific 
locations during the ongoing project design process.

With respect to prevailing winds and associated potential effects 
on noise levels, this comment is correct in that downwind noise 
levels from a constant noise source would typically be slightly 
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higher than corresponding upwind noise levels, assuming all 
other conditions, such as intervening topography and structures, 
are equal.  Because of the minor nature of wind-related increases 
in noise levels, however, they would typically be imperceptible 
at noise levels that approach or exceed the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Noise Abatement Criteria 
level of 67 decibels (dBA, i.e., the level at which noise-abatement 
measures are evaluated).  While Section 3.15 of the EIR/EIS does 
not specifically discuss potential wind-related effects to noise 
levels, these potential effects are discussed in Section 3.0 of the 
Noise Study Report (NSR) prepared for the project, with this report 
incorporated by reference into the project EIR/EIS and available 
for review at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/
TSNoise07.pdf.

05

Regarding project-related dBA level increases at the Paul Ecke 
Sports Park, this information is provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise.  Specifically, as noted in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23, existing 
and projected future (with the project and no soundwall) noise 
levels at the associated noise receptor site (R11.25) are 71 and 
73 dBA, respectively, for a project-related increase of two dBA.  
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by 
the average healthy human ear. A soundwall, S680, is identified 
at this location (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34
and 35, and Table 3.15.24).  The currently estimated construction 
cost would, however, exceed the “reasonable” allowance.  If the 
estimated construction cost could not be reduced to less than or 
equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction of S680 would 
not be recommended.  If this soundwall is ultimately constructed 
at the identified height of eight feet for R11.25, the resultant noise 
level would be 68 dBA (refer to Table 3.15.23).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis. 

With respect to Soundwall S689, this structure was identified as 
part of the project noise analysis.  Specifically, as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA 
or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners, per applicable FHWA and 
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Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S689.  This soundwall 
would provide a “feasible” reduction in highway traffic noise (i.e., 
five dBA or more) for 26 single-family residences represented 
by a number of noise receptors, including several projected to 
be “severely impacted” by the project.  Specifically, “severely 
impacted” noise receptors exhibit future noise levels of 75 dBA or 
more, with related consideration of noise abatement required under 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23).
Soundwall S689 was determined not to be “reasonable,” however, 
as the estimated construction cost exceeds the “reasonable” 
allowance (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.24).  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, S689 also has the potential 
to create a high visual impact for motorists traveling on I-5.  
Accordingly, in an effort to avoid potential visual impacts, individual 
abatement would be considered for the “severely impacted” 
noise receptors to meet the noted requirements (i.e., in lieu of 
constructing S689).  If agreements with the associated property 
owners on individual abatement cannot be reached, however, 
then Soundwall S689 would be preliminarily recommended as 
proposed.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 above for 
information on potential effects related to noise reflection from 
soundwalls (or other structures).  Based on that information, 
while soundwalls do have the potential to reflect a small amount 
of noise, any associated potential increase in noise levels in the 
subject area would be minor based on the following considerations: 
(1) the width of the freeway corridor would provide attenuation 
and dissemination of any reflected noise from soundwalls on the 
west side of I-5; (2) the presence of several intervening structures 
would provide potential noise shielding for residential sites on 
the east side of I-5; and (3) the location of the subject property 
approximately 750 feet east of the I-5 corridor would provide 
further attenuation for any reflected noise. 
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Regarding the height of Soundwall S680, identified heights for 
this potential structure range from 8 to 16 feet (refer to EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.24).  Please refer to the response to your Comment 02
above for information on the nature of noise energy generation 
and movement.  As indicated therein, while soundwalls do reflect 
noise energy striking the wall surface, they do not substantially 
move it over or around the structures.  Accordingly, if Soundwall 
S680 is constructed as identified in the EIR/EIS, there would be 
no associated increase in noise levels at the subject property.  
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 04 above for 
additional information on the potential construction of S680.

With respect to noise level measurements and consideration of 
prevailing winds, detailed information regarding short- and long-
term noise measurements conducted for the proposed project 
is provided in the previously referenced NSR, with applicable 
elements of this information summarized in EIR/EIS Section 3.15.
Specifically, data collected during short- and long-term noise 
measurements conducted for the project, including wind 
direction and speed, are documented on the Noise Measurement 
Forms attached to the NSR.  As described in the NSR and 
EIR/EIS, short-term noise measurements are intentionally 
conducted during periods of low wind speed to avoid “unusual noise 
sources” such as high winds.  Long-term noise measurements, 
however, include all associated noise events recorded over 
a 24-hour (or other applicable) period, and, thus, may reflect 
variable wind conditions, including directions and speeds.  As 
shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 37,
noise measurements on the east side of I-5 between Encinitas 
and Leucadia boulevards included four short-term efforts (ST11.1, 
ST11.3, ST11.6 and ST11.7) and one long-term reading (LT11.2).

06

With respect to Soundwall S686A, this potential structure would be 
eight-feet-tall (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.24).  Please refer to the 
responses to your Comments 02 and 06 above for information on 
the nature of noise energy generation and movement.  Based on 
those discussions, if Soundwall S686A is constructed as identified 
in the EIR/EIS, there would be no associated increase in noise 
levels at the subject property or the associated neighborhood.
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09

Regarding noise levels between Soundwalls S680 and S686A, 
and between S686A and S688, the areas where no barriers 
are proposed either do not meet the specified criteria, or if 
barriers were identified, they have been determined not to 
be “reasonable” and/or “feasible” under the Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC) guidelines.  It is also important to note, however, 
that buildings provide effective noise barriers and, as previously 
noted, barriers of any type do not intercept all noise energy, but 
rather provide a reduction of noise for noise receptors located 
behind the barriers.  As a result, the addition of a second barrier 
behind a building or buildings would provide a negligible change 
in noise level reduction, unless the second barrier provides a 
greater line-of-sight break.  From this information, and as shown on 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 and 36, no noise sensitive 
receptor locations occur in the areas between the noted soundwalls, 
with first-row land uses consisting of passive use open space (i.e., 
no developed recreational uses) and commercial structures, which 
provide noise shielding for areas located further east.  Accordingly, 
the residential sites located east of the described soundwalls, 
including the subject property, are not expected to experience  
existing or future noise levels that exceed the noise-abatement 
criteria based on these considerations: (1) the presence of
numerous intervening structures would provide noise shielding and 
reduction; and (2) the attenuation of roadway noise with distance
(i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance) would 
provide additional noise attenuation, as the subject property is 
located approximately 750 feet east of the freeway corridor based 
on a review of Google Maps.

08

Specific regulations do not exist for ultra-fine particles, but this size 
class of ambient air particles is included in the analysis for PM2.5
presented in the Final EIR/EIS.  With respect to project-related 
PM generation and related potential health effects at the subject 
property and neighboring areas, including Paul Ecke Sports Park, 
these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.
As described therein for PM, and based on screening using U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) PM guidance (as 
outlined in Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project 
of Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and 
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percentage of traffic when comparing the build alternatives against 
a no project condition.  The proposed project would improve traffic 
operations by smoothing traffic flow and would contribute to lower 
overall emissions, including PM, when compared with the No Build 
alternative.  The proposed project would therefore comply with 
federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and would be unlikely to increase 
the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment of those 
standards.  A number of measures are also identified in Section
3.14 to control construction-related PM generation, including the 
requirement for conformance with applicable Caltrans Standard 
Specifications─which also require conformance with San Diego 
Air Pollution Control District regulations─as well as dust control 
standards, and proper vehicle and equipment operation and 
maintenance.

For potential air quality related health effects, the analysis in 
Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 
49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions 
provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future 
years 2015 and 2030, respectively.  The potential for long-term 
health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as previously 
indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects involving a 
federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045: Protection 
of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  
Given the described requirements and the nature of the project to 
maintain or reduce travel time, congestion and related emissions 
along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated health effects 
would also be improved over existing conditions.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
air pollutants and related potential health effects.

09
cont.
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10Light:
 1. That street lamps, sign lighting, or freeway lights are planned for this particular 

location of I-5?  
 2. How much brighter will the night be from increased traffic due to this NCC widening 

project in this particular location?  

Overall:  
1. How effective are large trees bordering the freeways in decreasing the amounts of UFPs into 
the air and lowering decibel levels?  

2. Are dense trees and shrubs an effective solution to minimizing sound? If so, can this be part 
of the solution in addition to, in-between, and/or in place of sound walls at S689, S680, S686A, 
and S688?

3. If sound walls S680 and S686A were considered to be an effective solution to reducing noise 
pollution, can I request that a great number of the appropriate trees under the Caltrans budget 
be planted to tower over the sound walls to absorb the increased freeway noise and UFP's? 
Even if it requires that I obtain an Homeowner Association vote to plant these trees at the park 
on our property.  Will Caltrans also be indefinitely responsible for maintaining these trees?  

4. What solutions are being considered in avoiding increased highway runoff of pollutants into 
our beaches, lagoons, and ocean? How will the pollution coming from the I-5 expansion impact 
Moonlight beach?  

5. Are any other transportation or mass transit projects being considered, such as light rail? 
Why or why not?  

6. Will pedestrian access under the I-5 at Encinitas Blvd. be easier and safer than as it is 
currently?

7. When will the proposed enhanced pedestrian crossing at Union street and the proposed trail 
to cottonwood creek park be confirmed permanently part of the plan? How do I support the 
pedestrian crossings and trails as part of the plan?  

8. When will the decision be made to move forward with this project?  

9. How can I stay informed or participate in any changes?  

10. How can I be guaranteed that Caltrans is looking out for the best interests of the tax-paying 
residents such as myself who own property adjacent to the I-5? As a homeowner of this 
property since 2002, I am familiar with the current situation of noise and air pollutants coming 
from the I-5.  Now, I am concerned about how much more I will be impacted from noise, air, and 
light pollutants.  

I look forward to your response.  
Thanks in advance.  

Rob Mayers  
Coastal California Resident  
760.533.3877 

10

11 

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

The proposed project would replace existing sign lighting and 
freeway lights along the corridor as needed to address the 
increased width.  As discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics,
signage, lighting, and miscellaneous freeway feature mitigation 
designs would be detailed in the final project design guidelines.  
Draft Design Guidelines: I-5 NCC Project have been prepared 
and contain architectural and landscape mitigation guidance 
that reflects comments received from the public and applicable 
resource agency staff.  Given that (1) project improvements in this 
regard would consist of replacement of existing lighting; (2) the 
improvements would occur within a largely urbanized corridor; 
and (3) lighting would be subject to design guidelines to minimize 
potential impacts (including shielfing and down-lighting), it is 
not anticipated that the incremental change from moving some 
lights closer to existing residences and habitat would result in a 
substantial adverse impact.

Regarding additional light pollution from the potential increase in 
traffic, with the implementation of the Preferred Alternative, as well 
as planned improvements to other forms of transportation (refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System”), the projected increase in 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project.  This relatively small increase in VMT would likely result in 
a similarly small increase in light pollution associated with vehicles.  

With respect to the requested use of landscaping to reduce PM and 
noise levels, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, because 
the project has not yet been designed, specific landscape plans 
have not yet been proposed.  A number of conceptual landscape 
elements are identified in Section 3.7, however, including potential 
designs associated with soundwalls, earthen berms, and berm 
and wall combinations (refer to Figures 3-7.80 through 3-7.86).
As described therein, a variety of vegetation types and sizes could 
potentially be used, depending on the site-specific circumstances.  
It should be noted, however, that while vegetation can exhibit slight 
benefits for PM and noise reduction in situations where substantial 
vegetation “depth” is present (e.g., orchards or densely wooded 
areas), vegetation use within the generally confined I-5 corridor 

11
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11
cont.

would not be dense enough to provide the kind of barrier that 
would notably reduce PM (or other air pollutant) distribution or 
noise levels.

While Caltrans would be responsible for the maintenance of 
landscaping within the I-5 right-of-way in perpetuity, the maintenance 
of landscaping (and other facilities) located on private land would 
be the responsibility of the associated property owner(s).

12

13

Regarding project-related concerns from the discharge of 
pollutants in highway runoff into beaches (including Moonlight 
Beach), lagoons, and the ocean, these issues are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.
As described therein, potential project-related water quality 
impacts are evaluated in association with the identified build 
alternatives and the No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also
identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs 
would be evaluated and implemented to address impacts during 
the planning and design, construction, and operational phases. 
Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

Regarding mass transit, the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
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efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit options.

14

13
cont.

15

With the release of this Final EIR/EIS, the end of the project 
environmental review process is approaching.  The project is expected 
to be reviewed for approval or denial prior to the end of 2013.

16

Caltrans has worked with the City of Encinitas to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including: (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo 
Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park
and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff 
Drive Improvements and   Enhancements; (4) Hall Park Trail 
Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting Santa Fe 
Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail 
Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7)  Union 
Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union 
Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 North 
Coast Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  These enhancements, 
if implemented, would improve current pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation options and enhance connectivity across I-5, improving 
both ease of access and safety for pedestrians.

Community enhancement projects are undergoing continual review 
as coordination with affected municipalities proceeds.  As noted in 
EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, the features represent “possible 
community enhancement opportunities that would be constructed 
simultaneously with the I-5 NCC Project.”  These features are 
considered “candidates for inclusion” in the project’s final design 
and may or may not all be implemented; as this would depend on 
future formal cooperative agreements between Caltrans and each 
city, where Caltrans would build these features and  cities would 
be responsible for their maintenance.  If the project is approved, 
enhancement projects that are not mutually acceptable would not 
be included in the final I-5 NCC Project that is constructed.  Your 
support for the pedestrian crossings and trails is noted.
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Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, a public meeting was 
held on the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in September 2012.  This 
was the final public meeting to be held for the proposed project; 
however, as a commenter, your name has been added to the 
project mailing list to assure that you have the opportunity to stay 
informed about the project.

You are also encouraged to visit the TransNet Dashboard at 
www.transnettrip.com, to view the status of the I-5 NCC Project.
This website was created to keep the public informed on 
TransNet projects and provides up-to-date schedule, budget, and 
expenditure information.

17

18 The project purpose is described in Section 1.2, Purpose for the 
Project, and the regional need for the proposed improvements is 
described in Section 1.3, Need for the Project.  Caltrans continues 
to work to address this need and to minimize environmental 
and property impacts associated with the improvement options.  
Furthermore, the proposed project is the result of extensive 
planning carried out over approximately 20 years.  Since 2004, 
Caltrans staff (also on behalf of the FHWA) have attended 
meetings; conducted surveys; presented handouts and mailers; 
and given presentations to Local Communities and Planning 
Groups, Homeowners Associations, Chambers of Commerce, 
City Council meetings, and local politician-sponsored meetings in 
an effort to update interested parties and the public on the status 
of the project.  These meetings have facilitated public input into 
the development and design of the proposed project.  Please 
also see Topical Responses “Multimodal Systems” and “Corridor 
Alternatives” for information regarding the types of transportation 
scenarios evaluated and the types of public input received.

Regarding your concerns related to project noise and air pollutants 
(air quality), please refer to the responses to your Comments 02 
through 09, and 11 through 14 above.

Regarding project-related light pollution, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 10.
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01

988
Les/Jane Mazer 
11/10/2010 10:12 AM 
Subject: Draft I-5 North Coast EIR/EIS

As residents in Encinitas we were surprised to see the limited design options being considered  
in alternatives two through five. All four options include four managed lanes. Why can’t two  
managed lanes be considered as an option or a separate alternative. ?  

The draft EIR/EIS is inadequate without the impact that two managed lanes would have on cost,  
community and biological impacts.  
Two of the alternatives only consider the differences between a buffer or a barrier design. An  
alternative with two managed lanes would have different travel times, reduction in cost and  
other different impacts.  
Why can’t the drafts be updated with this information in order to be more comprehensive?  

Thank you
Les & Jane Mazer  
Encinitas
C3LDM@cox.net

01

Thank you for your comments regarding alteration of the project 
design to encompass only two High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lanes, rather than four HOV/Managed Lanes as in the project build 
alternatives.  As described in Final EIR/EIS Section 2.6.1, Rejected 
Build Alternatives, an alternative adding one HOV/Managed Lane 
in each direction (“Freeway/HOV [8+2 Alternative]”) was initially 
considered as a project alternative.  After study, this alternative 
was rejected as it would not maintain or improve traffic operations 
in the project corridor by 2030.  During project analyses, it was 
determined that four HOV/Managed Lanes would be the minimum 
amount of additional lanes that would adequately address 
projected growth.

Although it is correct that a two-lane project would be less expensive 
to implement and potentially have less community and biological 
impacts, two HOV/Managed Lanes would not adequately meet 
the project’s purpose and need.  This alternative would therefore 
not be a viable build alternative to be analyzed.

Response to Les and Jane Mazer
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01

756
Carol McCall        
09/01/2010 04:38 PM  
Subject: Requesting a 45 day extension to the comment period for the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

I should like to add my request, as a citizen of Solana Beach, to the request of The City of 
Solana Beach requesting a 45 day extension to the comment period for the Draft Environmental 
Impact Report, which is scheduled to expire on October 7.  

You have failed to release eleven studies referenced in the Environmental Impact Statement but 
not available for study.

Carol McCall 

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.
As requested, the public review period was extended an additional 
45 days from October 7, 2010 to November 22, 2010.  This 
extension was considered adequate additional time.

All technical studies listed on Draft EIR/EIS page 3.1-1 are on the 
Caltrans’ project website, except for the Historic Property Survey 
Report and Paleontological Report.  It is Caltrans’ policy to protect 
historical and paleontological resources by not releasing to the 
public technical studies that locate such resources.  As noted at 
the beginning of Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, the location of 
archaeological sites is exempt from disclosure to the public by 
law, to protect sites from looters.  The names of certain reports are 
shortened on the website for presentation purposes.  As noted in 
the comment, some technical sources were provided later in the 
review process.  These included Project Report graphics for each 
of the build alternatives, the biological Natural Resources Study 
for an I-5 interchange (a separate project with separate utility), the 
I-5 North Coast Freeway Operations Report, and the Community 
Enhancement Plan Notebook, among others.  These were added 
to the Caltrans project website and www.keepsandiegomoving.
com between August 2 and August 26.  Because public review did 
not close until November 22, there was ample time to review each 
of these technical data sources.

Response to Carol McCall
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01

930
Julie McCarthy  
11/20/2010 08:56 AM 
Subject: Freeway widening

To Whom It May Concern, I live in Encinitas, and I oppose the Freeway widening. I believe in 
mass public transportation and living near your place of employment. Over 25 years ago, I 
moved to North County and was working in Spring Valley. I made the decision for myself and 
my family to find a job near where I lived.  Since then, I drive 15 minutes to work each day.  

Mrs. J. McCarthy  

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The I-5 NCC 
Project is only part of a larger transportation upgrade that the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is developing 
for the corridor; including significant expansion to the adjacent 
Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail 
line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, and improvements to 
bicycle and pedestrian access.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding mass transit options. Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
on issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.  Decisions regarding proximity between 
one’s work and housing are based on a number of personal 
considerations and cannot be mandated by Caltrans.

Response to Julie McCarthy
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01

858
Timothy McCormick  
09/27/2010 04:22 PM 
Subject: The I-5 North Coast Corridor Draft Environmental Document public comment

Dear DOT,  
I reviewed the materials regarding the I-5 North Coast Corridor Planned Improvements. Here 
are my comments.  

Reviewing the map associated with the text, it appears that there is a proposed bus rapid transit 
line running on El Camino Real parallel with the corridor. However, when I reviewed the text 
portion of the presentation, it did not appear that the BRT line was in any of the alternatives, 
including the no –build alternative. When we looked back to the completed 2030 RTP for San 
Diego County, this improvement was only included in the unconstrained funding scenario, and 
not in the reasonably expected. For this reason, we question the likelihood that this 
improvement will be funded unless it is funded through this project.  

On the subject of the BRT buses, I have another concern. That is that the BRT lines shown 
appear to terminate at University Towne Center (UTC) where they intersect with the edge of the 
MTS service area. While this does technically provide service to the much larger market at San 
Diego through a connection, it is unlikely passengers could be convinced to use the service for 
that purpose should they be forced to make a connection at UTC.  

On the subject of funding, given the proximity of the COASTER corridor, and the COASTER’s 
potential for alleviating congestion on the I-5 corridor, I would suggest that COASTER rail 
capacity improvements should be considered for their congestion mitigation potential on the I-5 
corridor.

Regarding the highway corridor itself, I am of the opinion that building more unmanaged 
capacity simply builds demand for lanes and does not alleviate congestion over the long haul. 
With that in mind, my comment would be that unmanaged general purpose lanes be kept to a 
minimum, and that the focus for expansion be on managed lanes.  

Please let me know if you need any clarification or assistance.  
Tim McCormick  
Director of Service Planning
760-966-6576
tmccormick@nctd.org  

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With regard to planned bus rapid transit (BRT) service, the region 
changed its BRT strategy in the 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) to eliminate the El Camino Real service and replace 
it with 15-minute peak-period service to Carlsbad, originating 
from Mid City and Chula Vista.  While the proposed project 
would be supportive of potential future BRT service in this area, 
implementing BRT service would be the responsibility of the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and North 
County Transit District (NCTD).  Please note that although BRT 
service is not currently proposed, the project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including 
rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to public transportation.

03

Responses to Timothy McCormick

Regarding BRT connections, because potential modifications to 
bus services are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, Caltrans 
has no ability to implement or influence such activities.  This 
comment would be better addressed to SANDAG and NCTD.

Regarding your suggestion of making improvements to the 
Coaster, please note that the proposed project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to 
require improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
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03
cont.

efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and “Rail Preference” 
for additional discussions regarding planned rail improvements.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
for information on issues related to the use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Please note that following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be 
the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Consistent with 
your comment, the Preferred Alternative proposes the addition 
of four High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes (two in each 
direction); no additional general purpose lanes are proposed with 
this alternative.
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01

798
Maria McEneany 
11/01/2010 09:24 AM  
Subject I-5 expansion 

Please identify specifically the number of home and businesses that will be demolished.  
Please identify the specific number of homes and business that will be harmed and/or affected 
by this project being in their backyard, noise, pollution, environmentally, etc.  

What is being done to protect the lagoons?  

What significant studies have been done to significantly increase light rail transit versus this 
expansion.
Please identify the specific number of miles of walls that will be built blocking out views, the 
exact placement of those walls, and the height.  

Please identify the exact number of lanes added throughout the project, i.e., are 6 lanes being 
added in one location while fewer lanes are being added in another area or more elsewhere.  
Please identify specifically.  

Does the project include overpasses and bridges also?  

Is there any restriction on height for the project.  

Is it not true that walls do not actually buffer sound, but only eject the sound up and over the 
intended barrier.  

What environmental studies has Cal Trans completed? What is the outcome?  

What studies has Cal Trans done regarding the health of individuals living close to the I-5, 
especially if adding additional lanes?  

Is it not true that studies show that with the completion of projects such as this, in a short period 
of time gridlock reoccurs from additional cars being on the road.  More lanes simply bring more 
cars.

Thank you.
Maria McEneany  

PO Box 2631 RSF,  
CA 92067

01
02

04
05

03

06

07
08

09

10

11

12

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system.  EIR/EIS Section 3.4.2,
Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, identifies the anticipated 
number of affected properties for each build alternative that was fully 
evaluated in the Final EIR/EIS (refer to Tables 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 3.4.3,
3.4.4a and 3.4.4b).  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/
EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Caltrans is continuing to refine 
the project design and to work on minimizing the project footprint to 
avoid impacts to properties to the greatest extent possible.  Further 
refinement will continue through final project design, and precise 
numbers and dimensions of properties required will not be known 
until that time.  Where such impacts cannot be avoided, affected 
properties would be subject to an appraisal to determine fair market 
value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation would be 
made.  Please also refer to Topical Response “PropertyAcquisition.” 

Responses to Maria McEneany

Regarding the specific number of properties potentially affected by 
the project in relation to proximity, noise, pollution (air and water 
quality) and other environmental concerns, it is not practicable to 
provide such a specific number, as many of these potential effects 
would encompass variable areas, both within and outside the 
freeway corridor.  Information on corridor-wide freeway proximity, 
noise, and air/water quality pollution concerns are provided in 
this response, with more specific information on other concerns 
included in the response to your additional comments below.

A number of efforts have been made during the project design 
process to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-related impacts 
to the maximum extent practicable, including effects associated 
with the nature and location of potential project facilities such as 
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soundwalls and other project features in close proximity to nearby 
homes and businesses.  Specifically, following the circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would result in a 
corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not always 
possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such as 
the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-
related sound increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a 
level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15.4).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis. 

Regarding air quality related pollution, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
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02 lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information 
on potential project-related air quality issues, and EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14.3 regarding potential long-term health effects from 
living in proximity to a freeway.  

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff, potential water-quality related pollution is evaluated 
in association with the identified build alternatives and the No 
Build alternative. This analysis also identifies appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans’ 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP). Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with 
the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed 
within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot 
Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, as applicable).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs 
would be evaluated and implemented to address impacts during 
the planning and design, construction, and operational phases.  
Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

With respect to potential project impacts to, and related protection 
for, coastal lagoons, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.10, as well as under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  Please refer to the response to your 
Comment 02 above for information on the project’s water quality 
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assessment in Section 3.10, and identified BMPs to address related 
concerns, including those in lagoons and related waterways.

Based on the analyses in EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 through 3.22,
project-related impacts to biological resources in the identified 
coastal lagoons and related waterways would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures.  
Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have 
been incorporated into the project design, and an extensive 
mitigation package has been developed in concert with the 
wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public Works 
Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology 
and hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, 
with important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists, to 
determine the appropriate bridge lengths and channel dimensions 
that would reduce the level to which levees or other man-made 
features restrict tidal flushing (water movement and exchange).  
These studies were used to determine the appropriate I-5 bridge 
lengths to meet the project objectives and maximize the health and 
function of the lagoons.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on 
potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons and related 
protection measures.

Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding 
previously considered alternatives to the proposed project, 
including light rail.
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The Noise Study Report evaluated 82 soundwalls totaling a length 
of approximately 21 miles; however, many of these walls have been 
preliminarily determined not to be “reasonable” and/or “feasible” in 
accordance with the protocols. Section 3.15.4 provides a summary 
of “feasible” noise barriers for each segment of the project, 
which includes the placement and height of each wall.  EIR/EIS 
Table ES.18a, Recommended Soundwalls, provides a summary 
of the noise barriers that have been recommended.  The heights 
and locations of proposed retaining walls are described in Chapter 
3.7, Visual/Aesthetics.  The locations of noise barriers and retaining 
walls can also be found on the project features maps, Figures 2-2.3,
Sheets 1 through 67.  The length, height, and location of barriers are 
subject to change during final design.

07

05

Details regarding the number of lanes that would occur in specific 
locations are detailed in EIR/EIS Section 2.2, Alternatives, and the 
accompanying graphics.  For example, where the existing I-5 segment 
contains four or more general purpose lanes in each direction, the 
only change to through lanes would be an addition of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes in each direction.  If there is already 
one HOV lane available, only one additional HOV/Managed Lane 
would be provided.  This is considered the minimum amount of 
potential improvement.  Where the existing facility currently contains 
six north- or southbound through lanes, however, an additional two 
HOV/Managed Lanes would still be added in each direction.  Between 
the I-5/I-805 merge and State Route (SR) 56, the existing facility 
contains up to seven general purpose lanes and one HOV lane 
in each direction.  The I-5 NCC Project would add in this area an 
additional north- and southbound HOV/Managed Lane.  Please also 
see discussion of (non-through) auxiliary lanes in the EIR/EIS.

The auxiliary lanes are detailed on the project features maps, Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67.  For an overview 
relative to the entire improvement area, please refer to depictions 
for each build alternative on Final EIR/EIS schematic Figures 2-2.1a
through 2-2.1b.

The project would include improvements to existing overpasses 
and bridges along the project corridor.  These improvements are 
also described in Final EIR/EIS Section 2.2.2 and shown on the 
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project’s features maps, Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, in the 
Final EIR/EIS. 

The heights of key project features would be based on engineering 
requirements and are described and illustrated in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics.

With respect to soundwall function, flat masonry walls do reflect 
most of the noise energy striking the wall surface. They do not, 
however, “…eject the sound up and over the intended barrier.”  
Specifically, noise from roadway traffic is not one-dimensional, but 
rather emanates out from the source in all directions; therefore, 
much of the noise energy from roadway sources does not strike 
the associated soundwalls or affect related noise receptors).  
Noise energy that does strike soundwalls is reflected at an incident 
angle (i.e., an angle similar to that at which the energy struck the 
wall).  Accordingly, noise energy that strikes a wall and is reflected 
at very low incident angles can potentially result in an increase 
of overall noise levels at associated noise receptors (i.e., at 
locations opposite the walls).  The majority of noise energy in this 
scenario, however, would strike the wall and be reflected at higher 
incident angles, such that it would not contribute to an increase in 
associated receptor noise levels. As noted above in the response 
to your Comment 02, the use of soundwalls has been shown to 
reduce traffic-generated noise.

Numerous environmental studies were prepared, each by 
specialists in that specific field of study.  These studies included 
community and property impacts, visual and noise effects, 
biological impacts, air quality assessment, and many others, 
as detailed at the beginning of EIR/EIS Chapter 3, Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  The outcome of each 
study is summarized in the EIR/EIS.

With respect to potential health concerns, and in addition to the 
discussions of air/water quality and noise issues provided above 
in the response to your Comment 02, the analysis in Section 3.14
indicates that there would be an approximately 49 percent decrease 
in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year 

08

09
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(2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/
EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, 
respectively. The potential for long-term health effects from living in 
proximity to a freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The 
proposed project, as previously indicated, would reduce emissions 
and improve overall air quality relative to existing conditions.  In 
addition, all projects involving a federal action must comply with 
Executive Order 13045: Protection of Children from Environmental 
Health Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements 
and the nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, 
congestion and emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated 
that health effects associated with traffic congestion and related 
emissions would be improved over existing conditions.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information 
on air pollutants and related potential health effects.

Regarding potential traffic and congestion associated with proposed 
improvements, the project is intended to address travel demand 
through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The potential for 
induced demand has been included in the project analysis and is 
addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase 
of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project, as a result of a number of regional and project strategies 
and improvements designed to reduce the growth in the number 
of VMT and to encourage options to the use of single-occupant 
vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic.  
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Shay Lynn Harrison, Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
CA Dept. of Transportation – District 11 
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242 
4050 Taylor Street 
San Diego, CA 92110 
Email: I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@dot.ca.gov

Dear Ms. Harrison, 
I write to express my opposition to the I-5 widening. I have reviewed key area’s (which directly impact my 
personal residence) and have the following concerns: 

1. It appears that the noise impact on 830 Citrus Drive (a single family home currently adjacent to 
the I-5) will require an upgrade to the existing noise barrier.  This will cause substantial damage 
to my current property landscaping and may require variances and easements on my title as it 
currently exists. 

2. The current cities impacted (San Diego, Del Mar, Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and 
Oceanside) are currently at or near residential capacity. Therefore, widening the I-5 will not serve 
the cities or citizens of San Diego County. Rather, they will convenience and service illegal aliens 
(and foreign goods) travelling between Tijuana Mexico and Los Angeles Ca. 

3. In the current environmental climate (US dependency on foreign oil) it is politically incorrect, and, 
             economically imprudent to encourage the use of private vehicles (a 20th Century mentality).                  

4. The current EIR does not consider a mass transit – public education alternative. 

Please be so kind as to respond to the following questions: 

A. Can you please explain (in detail) the exact modifications the current EIR recommends for  my 
property (830 Citrus Drive)? 

B. Is it true that noise mitigation barriers are considered a property improvement which will raise the 
assessed tax value of residential and commercial properties impacted by the I-5 widening? 

C. Is it true that a public opinion poll conducted on 9/14/2010 substantially (68% either in favor of 
mass transit, or, no opinion) opposed widening the I-5? 

I look forward to your response, and, ask that you properly record my resistance to this project. 
       D. What will my compensation be for damages to my landscaping? 
       E. When and how long will the desruction of my property begin? 
       F. When will Caltrans start this construction? 

Thank you. 
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Responses to Scott McGervery

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Individual 
responses to your specific comments are provided below.

This comment refers to potential project-related noise impacts and 
related abatement in relation to a single-family residence located 
at “830 Citrus Drive.”  It is assumed that this discussion is actually 
referring to the property located at 830 Citrus Place in the City of 
Carlsbad, as available information indicates that no property with 
the address of “830 Citrus Drive” is present along the I-5 North Coast 
Corridor.  With the stated assumption, the property at 830 Citrus 
Place is represented by noise receptor R16.8, with an associated 
soundwall (S801) proposed at this location (refer to Final EIR/
EIS Figure 2-2.3, Sheet 52, and Tables 3.15.33 and 3.15.34).  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, and the Noise Study 
Report prepared for the project, S801 would be between 8 and 
10 feet high and would replace an existing 6-foot-tall soundwall.  
While S801 would be constructed in the same location as the 
existing 6-foot-tall wall, the fact that it would be a larger structure 
could potentially entail additional disturbance from activities such 
as related grading and foundation construction.  Pursuant to the 
discussion in Section 3.15, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 
67 decibels (dBA) or greater and where abatement is “feasible,”
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  While 
S801 has been determined to be both “reasonable and feasible” 
in the project noise analysis and is preliminarily recommended for 
construction, individual property owner approval would be required.  
Accordingly, if you (or other property owners) elect to withhold 
such approval, S801 would not be constructed at the associated 
location(s).
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Rights of access to private property or the need to provide 
an easement to Caltrans might be negotiated with property 
owners prior to soundwall implementation, potentially including 
a discussion of the need for easements and issues related to 
landscaping.  Ultimate conclusions regarding soundwall installation 
would be based on the final design, completion of the property 
owner coordination as documented in the final Noise Abatement 
Decision Report, and approval by review agencies.

While substantial portions of the noted coastal cities are built 
out, it should be noted that their populations are projected to 
increase between now and 2030, as shown in Draft EIR/EIS Table 
3.2.2.  The population of Carlsbad, for example, is projected to 
increase from 109,611 in 2010 to 127,046 in 2030, approximately 
16 percent. The project, therefore, is intended to accommodate 
forecast growth within San Diego County, as further discussed 
in Topical Response “Projected Growth.”  The project also would 
facilitate movement of cars and trucks north from the border.  
I-5 is a link in the national interstate highway system and is an 
important conduit for trucks traveling from Mexico and San Diego 
to Los Angeles and points north.  The proposed project would 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050.

With regard to your comment concerning I-5 servicing illegal 
immigrants, although your comments are now part of the public 
record, no response to this comment is provided as it does not 
address the environmental adequacy of the studies completed for 
the I-5 NCC Project.

With regard to dependence on foreign oil, as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated 
to result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by 
relieving congestion and reducing out-of-way travel.  With regard 
to increasing the use of private vehicles, the proposed project is 
intended to accommodate transportation demand through 2050 as 
a result of regional growth and is not itself anticipated to result in a 
substantial number of additional trips.  The use of HOV/Managed 
Lanes would provide additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 

01
cont.
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environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  A number of community enhancement 
features are identified within the project corridor. Please refer 
to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS for more details regarding 
these features.  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections from pedestrian and bicycle routes to public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
Coast Corridor transportation, and Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding mass transit options.  All modes 
of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies. 
Based on regional traffic projections (refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth”), these measures are not a substitute for 
freeway widening.  As a State agency with responsibility for 
the highway system, public education is beyond the purview of 
Caltrans.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Precise details regarding modifications to the subject property from 
the proposed project cannot currently be provided as the project 
design is continuing to be refined.  As noted in the response to 
your Comment 01, ultimate conclusions regarding soundwall 
installation would be based on the final design, completion of the 
property owner coordination as documented in the final Noise 
Abatement Decision Report, and approval by review agencies.

As noted in the response to your Comment 01, property owners 
have the opportunity to decline allowing a proposed soundwall on 
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their property.  Regarding the potential for an increase in property 
taxes resulting from allowing a soundwall on your property, the 
County of San Diego would be responsible for property assessment 
and determination of any associated fluctuation in property taxes 
owed.

The referenced poll is assumed to refer to the September 14, 
2010 report to The San Diego Foundation reporting the results of 
a poll conducted between August 10 and 18, 2010.  The poll was 
not specific to the I-5 project.  Rather, when asked which should 
be the highest priority for future investments in transportation 
in San Diego County, 55 percent indicated that it should be for 
public transit and 13 percent indicated that it should be both 
transit and roadways, neither of the options, or didn’t know.  It 
also should be noted that TransNet, which provides local funding 
for transportation infrastructure improvements, was approved 
by San Diego region voters in 2004, and the I-5 NCC Project is 
listed in this plan.  Regarding input from local residents specifically 
concerning the project, Caltrans has provided various methods for 
disseminating information about the project to the public, as well 
as for the public to provide feedback.  As discussed in EIR/EIS 
Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, there has been continual 
coordination with the public throughout the environmental process 
to help determine areas of concern, the scope of environmental 
documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts, mitigation 
measures, and related environmental requirements.  Please also 
refer to the response to your Comment 04 regarding a preference 
for mass transit and the project’s role in a multimodal transportation 
system.

In most locations where landscaping replacement would be 
necessary on private lands (e.g., adjacent to newly installed 
soundwalls), the property owner would be provided “just 
compensation” for the landscaping.  As noted in the response 
to your Comment 01, Caltrans may negotiate such issues with 
property owners prior to soundwall implementation.

As stated in response to your Comment 01, while soundwall 
S801 has been determined to be both “reasonable and feasible” 
in the project noise analysis and is preliminarily recommended 
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for construction, individual property owner approval would be 
required prior to construction.  Accordingly, if you (or other property 
owners) elect to withhold such approval, soundwall S801 would 
not be constructed at the associated location(s).  Should the 
proposed project be approved, the current plan anticipates 
construction beginning as early as 2015, with completion of all 
project elements by 2035.  The proposed highway improvements 
within the segment adjacent to your property would be included in 
the initial phase of construction.  If soundwall S801 is approved, 
construction would occur during this phase.  Please refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-4.1a through 2-4.1c for depictions of the three 
construction phases proposed for the project. 
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Moira McGrain      
09/09/2010 10:21 PM  
Subject: question/comment 

Dear Sir/Madam, I live off the Del Mar Heights exit of I-5. What is the current average dB sound 
level 1/4 mile and 1/2 mile east and west of the I-5 freeway at this exit, and what is the expected 
sound level after the planned expansions for the possible plans?  

Thank you,
Moira McGrain
2460 Malibu Way  
Del Mar, CA 92014

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding the availability of noise data in the vicinity of the I-5 / Del 
Mar Heights Road Interchange.  The project noise assessment 
provided in the Noise Study Report and summarized in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, was conducted within a defined “project 
limits,” which extends approximately 500 feet on both sides of the 
I-5 corridor.  These limits are based on the fact that, beyond this 
distance, the accuracy and/or effectiveness of noise projections, 
modeling and abatement decline substantially.  Accordingly, 
noise measurements, which are used as baseline information 
in the noise analysis process, are not conducted outside of the 
project limits.  Noise receptor R4.24, located just southwest of 
the interchange, has an existing average sound level of 72 dBA 
(EIR/EIS Table 3.15.9); R4.1, just northwest of the interchange, has 
an existing average sound level of 70 dB (EIR/EIS Table 3.15.11);
and R5.17, northeast of the interchange, has an existing 
average sound level of 63 dBA (EIR/EIS Table 3.15.11).  Sound 
is attenuated by three decibels with each doubling of distance; 
additional attenuation is provided by intervening structures.

Response to Moira McGrain
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Responses to Alice McNally

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are intended 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions such as changes in land use patterns that take extended 
time to implement.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, 
for example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential for the project to 
result in increased traffic (referred to as induced or latent demand) 
has been included in the project’s analysis and is addressed in the 
EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road as a result of project 
improvements is anticipated to be relatively small.

The reduction in congestion associated with the proposed project 
would not substantially affect the location, rate, type, or amount of 
growth in the project vicinity, due to other limits on growth, including 
land use controls within local and regional plans and policies as 
well as the highly urbanized nature of the surrounding land uses.  
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The project is not designed with excess capacity that could induce 
substantial unplanned growth during the design period.  For more 
information regarding the accommodation of projected growth 
and associated project need, please refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth.”

With regard to encouraging pollution and being a danger to health, 
the project is anticipated to result in improvements to air quality 
when compared with existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for a discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and an anticipated decrease in emitted 
pollutants with project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor.

Regarding the endangerment of wildlife, please refer to 
Section 3.20, Animal Species, and Section 3.21, Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  Avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures have been included in those sections, as well as 
Section 3.17.3, to reduce impacts to wildlife.  Mitigation would 
be implemented in accordance with applicable wildlife agencies’ 
requirements.

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that I-5 NCC 
Project improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050.  The project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been actively involved in 
this regional multimodal planning effort.  The proposed use of 
HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  All modes 

01
cont.
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of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Highway improvements are as important to the overall plan as the 
rail and bus.  Please refer to the Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public 
transportation.

In regards to your comment on repairing existing roads, simple 
maintenance and repair will not address operational efficiency to 
the necessary level.
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796
Kym McQuiston 
11/01/2010 10:49 AM  
Subject: Impact of I-5 freeway expansion question 

Dear Sir/Madam,  
As a resident of Urania Ave. in Encinitas (only 2 blocks from the freeway), I have a question 
about the air quality that will affect my family should this expansion go through.  How can I 
obtain this information?  
I would also like to know if the frontage road (currently with only north bound access), Piraeus 
St., will be re-aligned so that south bound traffic would be able to access Leucadia Blvd. without 
detouring onto Urania Ave..  Urania Ave. is a very narrow road that is one of the only routes to 
Capri Elementary School, if Piraeus St. is not opened up to southbound traffic we will have a 
very dangerous situation, in fact it already is.  If the freeway is expanded, how will you address 
this situation?  

Kind regards,
Kym McQuiston  
917 Urania Ave.  
Encinitas, CA 92024  

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Regarding your concerns about project-related air 
quality and how it may affect your family, this issue is addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described therein, the 
project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on potential project-related air quality 
considerations.

Responses to Kym McQuiston

Regarding modifications to Piraeus Street, a portion of this 
roadway near Leucadia Boulevard would be slightly re-aligned 
as part of the project improvements to accommodate the 
proposed freeway widening and reconfiguration of the Leucadia 
Boulevard Interchange.  Part of the proposed Leucadia Boulevard 
Interchange improvements would include eliminating the existing 
one-way segment of Piraeus Street between Leucadia Boulevard 
and Ocean View Avenue, and re-striping this segment for two-
way travel, thus providing direct southbound access to Leucadia 
Boulevard.  Refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 37 through 40, in     
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS, Project Description.
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Response to Mike Mellano, Sr.

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the 10+4 Barrier alternative is noted.  Please 
note that, following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative has been 
identified as the best solution to the project’s purpose and need 
while minimizing environmental impacts associated with project 
implementation.
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791
Jill Mesaros        
09/21/2010 02:56 PM  
Subject: comment 

Why wasn't development of high speed rail included in the projections of the "no build" option?  
How can CALTRANS justify doing absolutely no study of how the development of high speed 
rail from San Diego to Los Angeles might reduce long term congestion and pollutants per mile 
traveled? Why wasn't study of high speed rail along with other mass transportation options 
given serious consideration in the EIR since they most likely would eliminate any need to widen 
the I-5 corridor?
It is my opinion that CALTRANS and SANDAG should cooperate to get the high speed rail line 
up and running in San Diego County as the first order of business for improving regional 
transportation.  

Thank you 
Jill Mesaros  
Encinitas, CA  

09/21/2010 03:02 PM  
Subject: public comment on I-5 EIR 

While the DEIR mentions a "NO BUILD" alternative, it does not give serious study to the 
advantages of that option.  Why is there no discussion of the benefits of re-allocating tax dollars 
to a broader regional transportation plan that includes mass transportation options which are not 
only seriously over due in Southern California, but also the trend of the future?   

Thank you
Jill Mesaros  
Encinitas, CA  

09/21/2010 03:07 PM  
Subject: DEIR comment 

Why does the DEIR not address the fact that any project that will take 40 years to accomplish 
will be glaringly and painfully outdated by the time it is completed?   
Thank you Jill Mesaros Encinitas, CA  

09/21/2010 03:09 PM  
Subject: DEIR comment 

Why does the DEIR not discuss how all of the build options in the expansion plan (except the 
no-build option) will dramatically compromise the unique visual assets of the 27 mile stretch of I-
5 which is in direct conflict with other CALTRANS mandates to preserve those assets?  

Thank you
Jill Mesaros  
Encinitas, CA  

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

High-speed rail was not included in the projections of the No Build 
alternative because potential traffic benefits associated with high-
speed rail would not occur until well into the future.  According to 
the California High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 2012 Business 
Plan, the high-speed rail segment from San Francisco to Los 
Angeles/Anaheim is not anticipated to be complete until 2029, with 
the segment from Los Angeles to San Diego following later.  The 
timing of these improvements is beyond the control of Caltrans 
and the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  The 
proposed I-5 improvements are considered necessary to address 
existing congestion, as well as that projected to occur in the future.  
Furthermore, it should be noted that the northern-most San Diego 
County high-speed rail stop is projected to be Escondido, followed 
by downtown San Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed 
by this rail line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert 
longer-range travelers from I-5, but would not divert a significant 
amount of the peak hour commuters from I-5, and therefore would 
not be expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service 
in the North Coast Corridor to such an extent that the need to 
widen the I-5 corridor could be eliminated.

With regard to the consideration of mass transit options in the 
EIR/EIS, please note that the proposed project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  This project does not compete with rail 
improvements; both are integral parts of transportation planning 
for the I-5 corridor.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeway, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning.  Furthermore, 
California Senate Bill 468 requires that the construction of all 
or a portion of the proposed I-5 expansion must move forward 

Responses to Jill Mesaros
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concurrently with multimodal projects and environmental 
mitigation and enhancement projects within each phase, as 
specified in the required Transportation Regional Enhancement 
Program/Highway Public Works Plan. Please also refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference”, and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.

01
cont.

With respect to the No Build alternative, the EIR/EIS identifies 
and provides detailed descriptions of a range of alternatives in 
Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, including four build alternatives 
and a No Build alternative.  All of these alternatives, including 
the No Build alternative, are evaluated at an equal level of detail 
in the EIR/EIS as required by applicable environmental statues 
and guidelines.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 2.2.4, No Build 
Alternative, the No Build alternative must discuss the existing 
conditions as well as what other projects would be reasonably 
expected to occur in the future if the proposed project was not 
approved.  Therefore, it inherently entails fewer impacts than the 
build alternatives.  As such, the discussion of potential impacts, 
as well as related avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures associated with the No Build alternative, are typically 
less extensive than those provided for the build alternatives.  The 
No Build alternative is presented to decision makers as one of 
the alternatives available for implementation when they consider 
whether to approve the project.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please also refer to the response to your Comment 01 
for reference to topical responses addressing mass transportation 
and the distribution of funding obtained as part of the TransNet tax.
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The re-allocation of tax dollars is not part of the No Build alternative 
because, in accordance with state and federal law, alternatives 
can only include elements that the proposing agency is capable of 
implementing.  For the No Build alternative, those elements that 
would be certain to occur are based on existing and appropriate 
plans.  The re-allocation of state monies to other modes of 
transportation is not a “certain” event if I-5 improvements are not 
implemented.  As noted, however, detailed planning for those 
other modes is ongoing and anticipated revenue sources are 
specified in the San Diego Association of Governments’ Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) Revenue Constrained Plan.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes.

A comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address foreseeable growth 
within the planning period.  Key products of this planning process 
include the RTP and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  
The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, 
higher density, and walkable development located near transit.  
Changes in land use patterns can, however, take extended time to 
implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system, with timing for project elements implemented 
based on need and funding availability and all construction to be 
completed by 2035.  These improvements would allow the time 
necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, such 
as smart growth, and provide necessary upgrades consistent with 
need. Anticipated project completion (in 2035) would occur well 
within the planning period to 2050.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard to the planning 
process for transportation in the North Coast Corridor, Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation 
of projected growth in traffic over time, and Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation 
improvements, which change over time and can be iterative.
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04 Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding the potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less 
than substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the 
viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.  The substantial nature of visual 
effects along I-5 related to proposed soundwalls and retaining 
walls is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  Sections 3.7 and 4.4.1,
Visual/Aesthetics, address the magnitude of structural changes 
associated with potential project implementation, identify locations 
in which evaluated soundwalls are not being recommended due 
to conflicts with visual concerns, and conclude that impacts 
to views would remain high after implementation of mitigation 
measures. This condition is appropriately summarized in the 
EIR/EIS Executive Summary as “visual quality would be lowered 
substantially.”  The analysis and mitigation measures proposed are 
consistent with Caltrans mandates to preserve visual conditions to 
the extent practicable during highway improvements.
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832
Jill Mesaros  
10/21/2010 11:17 AM  
Subject: comment I-5 widening EIR 

I want to know if Caltrans has taken any measures to evaluate how well they have informed the 
communities affected by this proposed plan.  I live in Encinitas and have discovered that literally 
everyone I know while vaguely aware that there is a proposal to widen the I-5, have absolutely 
no idea about the extent of the plan and how they will personally be affected.  Why did residents 
not receive something in the mail to notify them of the handful of meetings that Caltrans 
sponsored. I live VERY close to the I-5 and would have not known anything if one of my 
neighbors did not alert me.

~Jill Mesaros  

05

Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) held 
preliminary public scoping meetings before circulating a Notice 
of Preparation (NOP) on October 20, 2004 and a Notice of 
Intent (NOI) on January 12, 2004, respectively.  Property owners 
immediately abutting the I-5 right-of-way, as well as property 
owners abutting lots abutting the I-5 right-of-way, are on a mailing 
list that Caltrans uses for each major stage of the project.  These 
individuals may see notices for public hearings listed in local 
newspapers, etc., but they also are directly contacted.  Additional 
project outreach occurred through two separate newsletters sent 
out or made available to addresses within one mile east or west 
of the freeway.  Since 2004, Caltrans staff and Caltrans staff on 
behalf of the FHWA have attended meetings; conducted surveys; 
presented handouts and mailers; and given presentations to local 
communities and planning groups, homeowners associations, 
chambers of commerce, city council meetings, and local politician-
sponsored meetings in an effort to update interested parties and 
the public on the status of the project.  These meetings have 
facilitated public input into the development and design of the 
proposed project.  In addition, project information was available on 
the website www.keepsandiegomoving.com.  Please also refer to 
Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS regarding 
transportation planning outreach.
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942
John Metzger
11/19/2010 04:21 PM 
Subject  I-5 expansion Draft EIR

The current planned expansion options as listed in the EIR and the EIR itself are inadequate 
and I can't support any of them. There must be an option between no-build and the various 
other four lane monstrous additions the plan outlines.  
1. More than a single HOV lane is not needed, is useless and a waste of both space, concrete 
and money. People simply can not use the HOV lanes so they are always under utilized. I will 
oppose any plan that includes more than a single HOV lane. I will also support a ballot initiative 
to allow all drivers to use the HOV lanes between 4PM and 7PM without restrictions if there is 
more than one. And I will further support an imitative to reduce the cost of buying an HOV use 
pass from it's current rate to something closer to zero. Since it's a fee, a tax by another name,  it 
can't be raised without a 2/3 vote according to the intent of the recently passed state initiative.  

2. No fly overs. I will oppose any plan that includes fly overs. They provide no benefit 
whatsoever to the vast majority of drivers on I-5 and are an extreme eyesore.  

3. All surfaces must use the most sound deadening material available, which is most likely 
asphalt and not concrete. I will oppose any plan that does not include the most advanced noise 
abatement possible, including sound walls and low noise surfaces. This is the single most 
important change that needs to be made to improve the quality of life of those residents living 
along the I-5 corridor. Maintaining views for commuters is not a priority.  

4. The intermediate plan should be a single HOV lane, no fly overs, no barriers, one additional 
general purpose lane, no taking of private property, and where feasible one aux lane that 
extends from on ramp to the next off ramp. This allows local traffic to not have to merge which 
greatly facilitates the flow of traffic. Facilitating the flow of the general traffic must be the top 
priority. Not a vain and useless attempt to force people to car pool to use the HOV lanes. If it 
was possible for people to use the HOV lanes to commute they would simply because of the 
cost savings in fuel. Most people can not for any number of reasons.  
5. No choke points. Any plan must reduce and/or eliminate choke points where the freeway is 
reduced in the number of lanes. These choke points cause most of the delays and traffic jams 
as inconsiderate drivers fail to merge in a way to continue a smooth flow of traffic. The merges 
have to go.

6. Mass transit is inadequately addressed. A comprehensive rail mass transit system must be 
developed. Busses are inadequate, too slow, too much pollution, too costly.  

7.The EIR does not address the impacts from pollution - small particles, green house gases, as 
well as noise. One of the most significant pollutants is noise.  

No plan should be approved that does not also, and concurrently, address all the county 
transportation needs including expansion of both Lindbergh and Palomar to dual runways, dual 
tracked Coaster rail - that runs much more frequently (every 15 minutes min.) and longer - until 
after the bars downtown close - i.e until at last 2:30am. Freight traffic should be limited on the 
line to between 3am and 6am. We also need to coordinate ALL surface roads, airport access, 
rail access, the port district, etc. The mass transit system must be mostly rail. Buses simply 
don't work. We need "sprinter / trolly lines" that run east west at many points along the Coaster 
route. The rail must connect directly to the airports (both Lindberg and Palomar), the buss 
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Further Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS, several 
alternatives looking at only two or three High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes (rather than four) were evaluated.  Each 
of these alternatives was eliminated from further consideration 
because it was not projected to solve congestion through 2030.  In 
other words, levels of congestion would exceed those considered 
acceptable before the end of the period that project improvements 
were designed to address.  Improvements to major transportation 
routes require an extensive planning and review process, with 
planning extending a number of years into the future.  The 8+4 
design option identified in the EIR/EIS is considered the minimum 
necessary to increase the capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve 
both existing and reasonably anticipated congestion through the 
design year of 2050.  Please also note that project improvements 
would be phased as described in Section 2.4, Phased Construction,
of the EIR/EIS.  Thus, the implementation of project elements 
would occur commensurate with traffic demand.

Responses to John Metzger

With respect to the number of proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, 
an alternative adding one HOV/Managed Lane in each direction 
(“Freeway/HOV 8+2) Alternative”) was initially considered as 
a project alternative, as described in EIR/EIS Section 2.6.1, 
Rejected Build Alternatives.  After study, this alternative was 
rejected because it would not maintain or improve traffic operations 
in the project corridor by 2030.  In fact, adding only one HOV/
Managed Lane in each direction would result in travel conditions 
reverting to pre-project conditions within 5 to 10 years, as stated 
in Section 2.6.1.  During project analyses, it was determined that 
adding four HOV/Managed Lanes would be the minimum amount 
that would adequately address projected growth.  Although a two-
lane project would be less expensive to implement, two HOV lanes 
would not adequately meet the project’s purpose and need.  
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Although HOV lanes may seem underutilized, carpooling continues 
to be seen as an important option for drivers in the I-5 corridor, 
now and in the future.  HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown 
to provide an important commuting option, encourage ridesharing 
and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional 
highway capacity in a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts 
to the environment and surrounding communities.  Within the 
project corridor, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period 
vehicles are HOVs, with this percentage anticipated to increase to 
roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, and approximately 60 percent of
vehicles within the project limits during weekend peak periods are 
HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).

Regarding the shared use of the HOV/Managed Lanes between 
4:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m., which would include the evening peak 
period, this operational approach would not provide the capacity 
to meet existing or future I-5 demands.  As stated above, it was 
determined during project analyses that four HOV/Managed 
Lanes would be the minimum amount of additional lanes that 
would adequately address projected growth.

With respect to fees associated with the HOV/Managed Lanes, 
value pricing is proposed for the HOV/Managed Lanes, which 
is an option that provides additional highway capacity by 
allowing Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to pay to use the 
HOV/Managed Lanes when extra capacity exists, as approved 
by California (CA) Assembly Bill 574 (2007).  California Senate 
Bill 468 (2011) specifically authorized the establishment of a high 
occupancy toll (HOT) program on I-5 to be administered by the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  The amount 
of the fee for SOVs to use the HOV/Managed Lanes would vary, 
depending on available capacity within the HOV/Managed Lanes.  
If there is limited capacity, then the fee would be higher compared 
to periods when there is more available capacity.  In addition to 
the traffic flow benefits of allowing the use of these lanes when 
capacity exists, revenues from the program would be used for the 
improvement of transit services and for HOV facilities.  Please 
refer to Section 1.3.5 in the EIR/EIS for additional information and 
benefits of value pricing.  



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-707

04

03 Your opposition to flyovers as part of the project design is noted.  
Several overcrossing and undercrossing structures, as well as 
bridges, are proposed under the build alternatives evaluated in 
the EIR/EIS.  These structures provide access over and under 
roadways and over waterways, and they are necessary to provide 
a contiguous freeway alignment for motorists through the project 
corridor.  Please note that two flyovers proposed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS have been eliminated from the current project proposed in 
this Final EIR/EIS. The Oceanside direct access ramp (DAR) has
been eliminated, and the Manchester DAR has been redesigned to 
incorporate an underpass rather than a flyover.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement relative to 
viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial nature of 
project effects anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), is 
currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is 
actively researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire 
noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases 
maintenance costs, which is a factor being considered in wider 
applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower 
life expectancy than concrete, so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures.  As a result, the use of 
alternative surfacing is not proposed for I-5.

The use of soundwalls is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.
As described therein, while project-related noise increases would 
vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per 
applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based 
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on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 
through 67, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement 
facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Your comments regarding the relative importance of visual 
concerns are noted.  As described in Section 3.7, the project site 
is within the Coastal Zone and, therefore, is subject to applicable 
requirements of the California Coastal Act.  Section 3.7 notes that 
the scenic qualities that give coastal communities their unique 
sense of place are highly valued by north coast residents, and 
similar viewpoints as cited from the Coastal Act are expressed 
in a number of local planning documents and ordinances.  
Accordingly, and per applicable regulatory requirements, a 
number of soundwalls identified in Section 3.15 are subject to 
the considerations that would reduce potential visual impacts, 
including reducing wall lengths and/or heights, identifying the 
wall(s) as not “reasonable” under Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans criteria and not recommending construction, 
providing abatement on private property for “severely impacted” 
noise receptors to reduce the scale and/or extent of soundwalls, 
and incorporating transparent materials into proposed soundwalls 
to retain desirable views.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 regarding a 
single HOV/Managed Lane.  Consistent with your comment, the 
“intermediate” plan is the implementation of a single HOV/Managed 
Lane in each direction (please refer to Figure 2-3.1a of this Final 
EIR/EIS).  The second HOV/Managed Lane in each direction 
would be implemented as part of the 2021 – 2030 improvements, 
consistent with need.

Regarding your comment requesting that residential properties 
not be acquired as part of the project, it is Caltrans’ intention to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
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highway system.  Please refer to Topical Response and to Topical 
Response “Acquisition Valuation” for information regarding property 
valuation with regards to acquisition.  Following the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

With respect to auxiliary lanes, consistent with your comment, 
proposed auxiliary lanes were identified based on traffic “weaving 
analysis” documented in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual 
(HDM) Index 504.7.  Where weaving lanes exceed, or are projected 
to exceed, the established limit of 1,800 vehicles per hour, an 
auxiliary lane is proposed.  Auxiliary lanes would not extend further 
than determined to be useful.

07

In regard to “choke points,” “bottlenecks” were described in 
EIR/EIS Section 1.3.2, Traffic Demand, and analyzed in Section 3.6,
Traffic and Transportation / Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.  The 
project build alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS propose a uniform 
number of general purpose and HOV/Managed Lanes along the 
length of the project’s limits, as well as auxiliary lanes as necessary 
to keep traffic moving more smoothly.  Ramp metering also was 
considered to improve transitions between I-5 and adjacent streets. 

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning.  These 
comments would be better addressed to the North County Transit 
District (NCTD), which has jurisdiction over public transportation in 
North County.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System” and “Rail Preference” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options. 
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With regard to pollution, particulate matter (PM) and greenhouse 
gases (GHG) issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, 
Air Quality and 4.6, Climate Change.  For general air quality 
and PM considerations, and as described in Section 3.14, the 
project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation would result in lower 
overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions. Section 3.14 also notes that,
based on screening using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
PM guidance, the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality 
Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and the percentage of 
traffic when comparing the build alternatives against a no project 
condition.  Because the proposed project would contribute to lower 
overall emissions (including PM) when compared to the No Build 
alternative, it would comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards
and would be unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing nonattainment of those standards.  A number of measures 
are also identified in Section 3.14 to control construction-related 
PM generation, including the requirement for conformance with 
Caltrans Standard Specifications─which also require conformance 
with applicable San Diego Air Pollution Control District dust control 
regulations─as well as proper vehicle/equipment operation 
and maintenance.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on project-related air quality 
considerations.

EIR/EIS Section 4.6 includes an analysis of associated GHG 
emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential impacts 
from the project build alternatives.  As discussed therein and in this 
response, the project would be expected to result in lower overall 
air emissions (including GHG) compared to existing conditions.  
The project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Climate Change” for additional information on GHG 
and related global warming and climate change issues.

08
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stations, and the cruise ship docks. Highway 101 should be improved through Del Mar and 
Encinitas (to match Solana Beach), with no stop signs, crosswalks and few stop lights and 
certainly no traffic circles. This would allow for a much more efficient commute from UCSD to 
points north. Improving this alternate route is necessary because a single bad accident on I-5 
can shut down the entire freeway.  

If there is no reasonable "intermediate" alternate plan to the one's proposed by CalTran then I 
can only support the no-build option.  

John Metzger
912 Santa Hidalga  
Solana Beach, CA 92075

07/11/2010 10:10 AM 
Subject: "No Build" options Critically Needed, much more so than coast-damaging managed 
lanes

In the process of composing written input on the I-5 proposal, I realize my list of more-critically 
needed work includes many of those included in the No Build alternative summary. Only an I-5 / 
SR-76 interchange is missing. 

Because of that, the environmental impact and benefits of those should be directly compared to 
the impact/benefit of adding special traffic lanes to existing I-5 in North San Diego County. 

I have driven this stretch of highway consistently for over 25 years (with decreasing frequency 
as I have been telecommuniting for the last 10 years) and live within 1 mile of I-5 in Carlsbad (to 
the east). 

The current freeway causes enough sound and air pollution already, and competes with other 
developments for visually degrading the coastline. We don't need to expend shared, public 
resources on increasing the incessant noise, damaging coastal lagoons and neighborhoods, 
and expanding the visual blight that divides coastal communities as much as it connects people 
to them. 

We do need to: 

- Encourage more carpools by extending those lanes to an I-5 / SR-76 "interchange"  
- Upgrade interchanges of SR-56, SR-78, and SR-76, as well as doing something about 
Genessess Ave 
- all of these are causing multiple lanes to back-up on them and on I-5 
- Keep looking for traffic flow optimizations for overall balance of source and destination of 
drivers
- including looking at extending I-805 north to SR-56, maybe beyond 
- Finish the double-tracking of the coastal rail corridor, increase riding opportunities, and usage 
of rail 
- its currently a vicious circle of empty trains running a few times a weekday and none on 
sunday
- there's not enough parking at the beach or downtown anyway! 
- we need to give our public investment in this a chance to improve the quality of the coastal 
environment 
- Plan for a healthy long-term tourist economy in San Diego 

09
cont.
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 04 above for 
information regarding potential project-related noise pollution and 
related analysis and abatement measures.

11

08
cont.

The transportation planning document that takes all transportation 
modes into account is SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP).  Detailed and focused reports such as the project 
EIR/EIS allow project design engineers, technical specialists, and 
governmental oversight staff to focus on specific projects within 
time and budget constraints, as well as provide the public with a 
document that is not so broad in its program that all improvements 
are halted during document production and review.  The criteria 
relate to projects within the purview of an implementing agency (i.e., 
the agency has the power to complete the project) and that has 
independent utility—or can be implemented with or without any other 
project and still bring value.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” for functional alternatives, including light rail 
and shipping to the Port of San Diego, screened during early review 
of the North Coast Corridor transportation issues.  

Please refer to the response to your Comments 01 and 05 
regarding “intermediate” alternate plans to the proposed project.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

As discussed in Final EIR/EIS Section 2.2.2, Common Design 
Features of the Build Alternatives, improvements and modifications 
are proposed at the I-5 / SR-76 Interchange; the interchange will 
be additionally improved as part of a separate action that is being 
planned.  This project is currently in the planning stages and 
alternatives are being identified.

Each section of the EIR/EIS within Chapter 3 contains information 
comparing the impacts of the identified build alternatives to the No 
Build alternative.

The project’s changes to the I-5 right-of-way would be focused 
and linear in nature, and although substantial change is discussed 
for specific locations in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the 
EIR/EIS, modifications to I-5 are not expected to result in a 
substantial adverse effect on the coastline in the communities 
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- we have to protect the environment that is attracting the people in the first place 
- there aren't a lot of other industries or businesses with as much potential for the future in this 
county

So, please evaluate and pursue the No Build alternatives in the I-5 NCC EIR as priorities for use 
of shared, public resources. These are critically-needed and more-valuable than creating 4 
special-purpose lanes to I-5. They may even ease some of the negative impact of the current 
freeway and increase safety by keeping cars flowing. 

Thank you for your consideration of this input in your study of I-5 improvement proposals for 
Northern San Diego County, 

Thomas Metzger 
1510 Sunrise Circle 
Carlsbad, CA 92008 
760-434-5964

N o Build 

The No Build Alternative offers a basis of comparison with the build alternatives and would 
include ongoing operations and maintenance. In addition, a number of 
interchange/operations/adjacent projects would move forward independently from the I-5 NCC 
Project and would be analyzed within separate environmental documents. The following is a list 
of those projects: 

* I-5/Genesee Avenue Interchange Improvements 
* I-5/SR-56 Interchange Improvements 
* I-5/SR-78 Interchange Improvements 
* I-5 "Mid-Coast" Freeway Improvements (10+2HOV facility from I-8 to I-805) 
* I-805 "North" improvements (8+4HOV/Managed Lanes facility from SR-52 to north of Mira 
Mesa Boulevard in San Diego) 
* Sorrento Valley Road/Roselle Street Improvements 
* Manchester Avenue Interchange Improvements 
* Encinitas Boulevard Interchange Improvements 
* Birmingham Avenue to Leucadia Boulevard Auxiliary Lanes 
* LOSSAN Rail Improvements (double tracking of rail corridor between Los Angeles and San 
Diego)
* I-805 northbound Direct Access Ramps (DAR) at Carroll Canyon Road and HOV lanes 
between Carroll Canyon Road and the I-5/I-805 junction 

11
cont.

already crossed by this highway.  The North Coast Corridor is 
located in a highly urbanized part of northern San Diego County, 
generally characterized by its coastal location, ethnic diversity, 
established neighborhoods, commercial centers and activities,  
as well as preserves associated with coastal lagoons.  As stated 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Character and Cohesion, the 
increased roadway surfaces and landform modification would be 
within a developed urban area.  Community enhancement features, 
if implemented, would further improve and facilitate connectivity 
between communities east and west of I-5 that were bisected 
when I-5 was originally constructed.  Overall, because the project 
generally would improve, rather than adversely impact, recreational 
facilities, and would enhance access within the community, the 
implementation of new project features is not expected to have an 
adverse effect on regional community character.

Consistent with your comments, the HOV/Managed Lanes would 
extend through the I-15 / SR-76 Interchange to Harbor Drive. 
The I-5 and SR-56 Interchange is being addressed as part of the 
I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project.  The I-5 / SR-76 Interchange 
will be additionally improved as part of a separate action that 
is being planned. The I-5 / Genesee Avenue junction was 
approved for improvements in accordance with the environmental 
review completed in summer 2011.  Some improvements to the 
I-5 / SR-78 Interchange connectors are proposed as part of this 
project. As you note, each of these improvements would support 
better movement between the transportation routes noted, and 
have a place to play in the overall functioning of the North Coast 
Corridor highway system.  No additional extension of I-805 north 
of the I-5 junction is being planned.  Evaluation of each of these 
facilities, including use levels and route efficiency, occurs on an 
ongoing basis, providing needed information for the RTP produced 
by SANDAG.  Maintenance and operation of an efficient I-5 facility 
is anticipated to support tourism in the region.  The proposed 
improvements would make more time-certain local commute times 
as well as those of through travelers.  This would benefit tourists 
arriving to the region as well as during their visits here.

The 2050 RTP includes double-tracking of the Coaster line 
as part of its Revenue Constrained Plan, and planning for that 
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project is proceeding concurrently with planning for the I-5 North 
Coast Corridor improvements (refer to Topical Response “Rail 
Preference”).  As discussed in Topical Responses “Mass Transit” 
and “Transportation Funding,” however, the operation and planning 
of transit improvements is beyond the purview of Caltrans.  Please 
see the response to your Comment 07 regarding NCTD and their 
role with the Coaster.  Similarly, the availability of beach parking is 
unconnected to I-5 improvements.
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966
Susan Miller  
11/12/2010 08:19 AM 
Subject: Opposition and questions re: proposed I-5 expansion

Hello,

I would like to inform you that, as a San Diego/Del Mar resident living within 1/2 mile of 
Interstate 5, I strongly oppose the proposed I-5 expansion for many reasons.  After scanning the 
draft EIR, I have the following questions:  

1) What alternatives have been researched to fully explore an option through which our tax 
dollars could be re-allocated for mass transportation, such as high speed rail?  

2) How has Caltrans/SANDAG assured the community that our precious lagoons, over which 
there will be massive construction, will not be damaged and wildlife there will not be impacted?  
3) The loud traffic noise coming from I-5 currently impacts our quality of life and sleep patterns, 
and the potential that this noise will increase is unacceptable.  What exact measures are 
proposed to guarantee that this increased noise will be completely mitigated and unnoticeable 
to nearby residents?  

I look forward to your response, and again urge you to forgo this proposal and consider other 
alternatives.  

Sincerely,
Susan Miller
2469 Oakridge Cove  
Del Mar, CA 92014
858-259-9669
susan3733@gmail.com  

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Specific 
responses to your individual comments are provided below.

Evaluation of North Coast Corridor transportation issues and 
potential modes of improvement has a lengthy planning history.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a 
summary of alternatives previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, 
including transit-based alternatives.  Please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options. 

Regarding high-speed rail, the northern-most San Diego County 
stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by downtown 
San Diego. The coastal cities would be bypassed by this rail 
line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-range 
travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount of the 
peak hour commuters from I-5, and, therefore, it would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast Corridor.

03

Responses to Susan Miller

With respect to potential project impacts to, and related protection 
for, coastal lagoons, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.10, as well as under the Biological Environment
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
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Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities,
through 3.22, Invasive Species.  Based on the analyses in 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 through 3.22, project-related impacts to 
biological resources in the identified coastal lagoons and related 
waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through 
appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been incorporated into the project 
design, and an extensive mitigation package has been developed 
in concert with wildlife agencies.  It should also be noted that, 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional review has 
been completed regarding potential impacts to the biology of 
all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, with important 
new information provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations,” which includes 
the review of habitats impacted, the identification of potential 
impacts to sensitive species and the project’s effects on wildlife 
corridors.  U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (previously the California Department of Fish 
and Game), and California Coastal Commission staff provided 
close review of lagoon information that had been updated since 
the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and have been instrumental 
in addressing minimization and mitigation of potential impacts.  In 
addition to information incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS, please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list 
of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to which Caltrans has committed if a build 
alternative is approved.

Project-related noise is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.
As described in that section, while project-related decibel (dBA) 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions. 
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  The project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA
(or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
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based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations, including S567 in the vicinity 
of 2469 Oakridge Cove (refer to Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14k and
Section 3.15.4).  The use of soundwalls has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  It should also be noted that noise receptor 
sites associated with S567 (R5.7A through R5.8A) experience 
existing noise levels of between 70 and 72 dBA, and would 
experience a maximum increase of 1 dBA for projected future 
noise levels, with project implementation and no soundwall (refer 
to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.11).  Sound is attenuated by three dB with 
each doubling of distance, with additional attenuation provided by 
intervening structures.  Based on the projected increase in this 
area, an approximate 1300 foot distance to the subject property 
(based on review of Google Maps), the presence of intervening 
structures—which can provide noise shielding—and the described 
detectable range of dBA increases, the following conclusions are 
noted:  (1) no discernible increase in noise would be anticipated 
at the subject property; and (2) both existing and projected future 
noise levels at the subject property are expected to be below the 
noted FHWA and Caltrans established limit.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis. 
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William Miller 
11/19/2010 10:31 AM   
Subject: Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report  

Dear Shay Lynn Harrison,  

I am a resident of Solana Beach since 1978.  
I have read over the Draft Environmental Impact Report of the California Department of 
Transportation regarding the proposed expansion of Interstate 5 from Del Mar to Oceanside. I 
have also read the analysis of the draft EIR by the City of Solana Beach staff, who presented 
their findings at a public meeting last night (November 18, 2010).  

I am troubled by the fact that the draft EIR does not state a preferred option, and does not give 
its reasons. My understanding that U.S. regulations require the California Department of 
Transportation to state a preferred option.  

All of the proposed options involving expansion of Interstate 5 would have an adverse impact on 
our city, particularly to those residents whose homes would be lost in the proposed expansions. 
But the EIR does not state which of the options would have the most public benefit relative to its 
impact, nor does it propose specific mitigations for the increased traffic which would result from 
any Interstate 5  expansion. 

In view of this shortcoming of the Draft EIR, it is clear to me that using funds allocated by the 
California Department of Transportation for expanding Interstate 5 in our city and region would 
be better used to expand public transportation.  For example, double tracking the Coaster line 
and expanding bus services to the stations which serve the Coaster would greatly increase the 
efficiency of commuter traffic in our region and provide a sustainable alternative to Interstate 5 
expansion. It would minimize adverse impacts to the City of Solana Beach, as well as to the 
other coastal communities (Del Mar, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside) and the environment 
of the entire north San Diego County coastal region. 

A revised EIR should be prepared which takes the reality of the 21st Century into account. The 
California Department of Transportation should not build projects which increase carbon dioxide 
production, noise, and congestion, and destroy the beauty and health of the communities in 
which the projects are being built. Expansion of Interstate 5 is not sustainable, and the 
California Department of Transportation knows this to be true.     

Sincerely,
William E. Miller  
639 Glenmont Drive  
Solana Beach, California 92075-1314

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The EIR/EIS rigorously explores and objectively 
evaluates all “reasonable alternatives,” as required by Code of 
Federal Regulations Title 40, Section 1502.14(a).  The process 
of identifying the build alternatives addressed in detail in the 
EIR/EIS is discussed in Section 1.4, History and Background.
Identification of a Preferred Alternative is not required at the draft 
stage; following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative is identified 
by Caltrans as the alternative that best answers the project’s 
purpose and need (i.e., provides the greatest public benefit) while 
balancing environmental impacts.

Please note that it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize direct 
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway wherever practicable; however, 
avoidance is not always possible when an existing facility is being 
improved.  The proposed project has been designed to minimize 
impacts to existing structures while still meeting project objectives 
by taking reduced amounts of additional right-of-way and limiting 
the grading footprint.  If the project is approved, the number of 
property acquisitions would be based on the final project design as 
well as which alternative is selected by decision makers.  Please 
see Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition,
for information regarding possible property acquisitions for each 
project alternative, as currently designed.  Engineers are still refining 
the project design and working to minimize the project footprint to 
avoid impacts to properties as much as possible.  As the smallest 
of the build alternatives, the Preferred Alternative would result in 

Responses to William Miller
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a corresponding reduction of potential impacts; however, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

With regard to increased traffic, the proposed project is planned 
to accommodate forecasted regional growth.  The potential for 
increased traffic levels to result from the freeway expansion 
is anticipated to be minimal as a result of a number of regional 
and project strategies and improvements designed to reduce the 
growth in the number of vehicle miles traveled and to encourage 
options to the use of single-occupant vehicles.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic.

The project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail (and Coaster service), 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The 
proposed project would be compatible with any mass transit options 
being considered by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) and North County Transit District (NCTD).  These 
comments would be better addressed to SANDAG and NCTD.  
For information regarding the multimodal improvement effort 
to improve the North Coast Corridor, please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit,” as well as Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
regarding the use of project funds on other forms of transportation.

03

01
cont.

With regard to taking into account “the reality of the 21st Century,” 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases associated with planned regional growth through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The role of Caltrans is to 
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ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, reliable highway system 
that accommodates the growth anticipated by local and regional 
planning agencies. 

Compared to the No Build alternative, implementation of the 8+4 
Buffer alternative is estimated to reduce buildout carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per 
day with the project, as detailed in EIR/EIS Chapter 4, California 
Environmental Quality Act Evaluation.  These decreases would 
be the result of the decreased congestion along the corridor and 
improved travel times along the corridor.

The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part 
of northern San Diego County, and changes to the I-5 right-of-
way would be focused and linear in nature.  Although substantial 
change is discussed for specific locations in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications to I-5 are not expected 
to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall beauty or 
feel of the coastal region or communities already crossed by this 
highway.  Although noise would increase with the implementation 
of the project, such increases generally would be less than three 
decibels.  Both projected and pre-existing noise impacts would 
be minimized or mitigated where determined to be “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by the shielded property owner.  
Please refer to Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS for details.  
Regarding air pollutants, given the nature of the project, which 
is designed to maintain or reduce travel time through reduced 
congestion along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that health 
effects associated with traffic congestion would be improved over 
existing conditions.  The mobile source air toxics (MSAT) analysis 
conducted for the proposed alternatives indicated that there 
would be an approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 MSAT 
emissions over base year conditions (2006).  Differences in MSAT 
emissions among the No Build alternative and the proposed build 
alternatives are provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3-14.11 and 
3-14.12 (previously, Draft EIR/EIS Tables 3-14.8 and 3-14.9), for 
future years 2015 and 2030.
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Larry Milocco      
09/22/2010 07:46 PM 
Subject  RE: Need of sound wall for I-5 expansion  

I live in Encinitas near the I-5.  Should you widen the I-5 as proposed, then it will be necessary 
for a sound wall to also be constructed to minimize the noise.  It would be nice that the wall is 
high enough (>15') and be coated with a graffiti resistant surface to keep it looking nice.  It 
would also be helpful to plant trees near the wall to conceal their presence.  

Thank you, 
Larry Milocco

01
Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
noise concerns in the City of Encinitas.  They are part of the public 
record.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-
related decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, the majority 
of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA 
over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally 
are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration and 
Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the 
assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement 
measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol
(and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including several 
in the City of Encinitas (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 
through 41, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement
facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

With regard to a “graffiti-resistant” soundwall design, in an effort to 
mitigate project-related visual impacts, this is also a design goal shared 
by Caltrans.  Several measures have been identified.  Specifically, as 
depicted on Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122, this may 
include efforts such as the use of landscaping, articulated facades, 
and earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations). 

Because the project has not yet been approved, specific landscape 
plans have not been developed, as noted in EIR/EIS Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics.  Project landscaping plans would be developed 
as the ongoing design process proceeds, however, and would 
reflect input from sources including Caltrans design standards and 
comments received during public outreach meetings.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for more information 
regarding local visual effects of the proposed improvement. 

Response to Larry Miloco
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Stephen Moffett 
Tuesday, August 03, 2010 2:21 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Question: How do I comment on the project and the added noise and no soundwall being 
provided behind my residence ?  01 Thank you for your interest in the project; your comments are 

part of the public record.  Following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, a public meeting was held on the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS on September 19, 2012.  This was the final public meeting 
to be held for the proposed project; however, as a commenter, 
your name was added to the project mailing list to ensure that you 
have the opportunity to stay informed about the project.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-
related sound increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Based on federal and State protocols, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15.4).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to 
reduce traffic-generated noise.  The project’s noise attenuation 
obligations do not, however, extend to property owners where 
noise levels would not exceed federal standards.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Response to Stephen Moffett
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Rena Monge 
 08/25/2010 08:58 PM 
Subject: CITIZEN COMMENT FORM CALTRANS DEIR - PROPOSED I-5 WIDENING 
PROJECT 

Citizen Comment Form 
Caltrans Draft Environmental Impact Report 
Proposed I-5 Widening Project 

I AM OPPOSED TO THE PROPOSED WIDENING PROJECT FOR THESE FOR THESE 
REASONS: 

 Project would last 40 years, not completed until target date of 2050 
 Project would cost $3 to 4.3 billion (how much is funded so far?). In these “down” 

economic times it would be unconscionable to devote such huge funds to this project 
while thousands of people are losing their jobs and their homes. 

 Total length of project: 27 miles from La Jolla Village drive to Camp Pendleton. 
 Up to 110 homes may be completely or partially “Taken” for this project. 
 Up to 13 businesses may also be “Taken”, creating a loss to tax and other revenue for 

the City of Solana Beach. 
 Miles of sound walls to be erected (9 to 12 feet high) cutting off ocean views and other 

scenic views such as Torrey Pines State Park. 
 Gigantic Park and Ride lots with huge “Direct Access Lanes” will be built including one at 

Manchester above San Elijo Lagoon. The proposed “Fly Over” would create an unsightly 
“disaster” in such a beautiful area. 

 Noise levels that are already at top decibel will vastly increase because of a huge 
increase in vehicles on road that would result from widening. 

 Air pollution will increase markedly, adversely affecting our already-affected residents 
who live on both sides of the freeway. 

 Greenhouse gas emissions will skyrocket. 
 Traffic volume expected to increase by as much as 50%. For many years I lived in Los 

Angels and watched as new freeways (i.e. the Ventura Freeway (134) were built, 
supposedly to ease traffic during rush hours – it did not happen and this freeway is one 
of the most heavily-congested freeways in the country. 

 Seven ecologically sensitive lagoons will be crossed, disturbing endangered species. 
 Character of North San Diego County forever changed. It has already happened in the 

last 25 years. Driving through the Del Mar Heights/Carmel Valley area on I-5 and 
observing the thousands of homes and commercial buildings crammed together is not 
an inducement for people to want to live here. 

 1950s “pour more concrete” solution squeezes out 21st Century transportation 
alternatives. 

 We are in the midst of a drought and are supposed to be conserving water. Drought 
conditions are projected to increase in severity with the passage of time. Widening I-5 
will only encourage developers to build thousands more homes, with thousands more 
residents moving into this corridor. Where will the water supply come from? 

Submitted by: 
Rena C. Monge 
139 Iguala Court 
Solana Beach, CA 92075 

01
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11

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

With respect to the time required to complete the project, the project 
is intended to be phased through 2035 in response to anticipated 
increases in transportation demand and the availability of funding.  
Continued refinement of phasing followed the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Figures 2-2.3 though 2-2.5.

With regard to spending money for project improvements, 
upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic Highway 
Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.  This 
would benefit through traffic as well as commuting North County 
residents who rely on I-5 for transportation between their homes, 
jobs, stores, and services.  Federal, State, and local funding 
sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and monies 
are being tracked.  Please reference tracking of TransNet monies 
(transportation funding provided by a half-cent regional sales tax 
approved by the voters) and the TransNet Independent Taxpayer 
Oversight Committee, which was formed to provide a higher level 
of accountability for expenditure of funds, at http://www.sandag.
org/index.asp?committeeid=75&fuseaction=committees.detail.
More information about the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) is available at its home page at www.sandag.org.

Responses to Rena Monge
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Regarding direct impacts to homes and businesses, it is Caltrans’ 
intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an 
existing highway system.  The proposed project has been designed 
to minimize impacts to existing structures while still meeting 
project objectives by taking reduced amounts of additional right-
of-way and limiting the grading footprint, the number of properties 
being acquired, and the number of relocations resulting from the 
project.  Please note that following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  If the LPA is 
selected for implementation, it would result in the smallest number 
of property acquisitions, with no residential or business relocations 
anticipated in the City of Solana Beach.  Where such impacts 
cannot be avoided within the North Coast Corridor, affected 
properties would be subject to an appraisal to determine the fair 
market value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition” regarding the specifics of property acquisition, and to 
Topical Response “Acquisition Valuation” for information regarding 
property valuation with regards to acquisition.

Potential impacts to Solana Beach tax revenue are discussed in the 
technical study Community Impact Assessment Section 3.2.3.5.  In 
summary, while removal of residential and business property can 
result in losses to property and sales tax revenue, such losses are 
usually minimal as they require one of the following two triggers: 
the need for relocated property owners to settle out of the local tax 
jurisdiction; or substantial impacts to parcel use.  Neither of those 
triggers is expected with the proposed project in Solana Beach.

The substantial nature of visual effects along I-5 related to 
proposed soundwalls and retaining walls is addressed in the 
EIR/EIS.  Sections 3.7 and 4.4.1, Visual/Aesthetics, address the 
magnitude of potential structural changes associated with project 
implementation, identify locations in which evaluated soundwalls 
are not being recommended due to conflicts with visual concerns, 
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and conclude that impacts to views would remain high after 
the implementation of mitigation measures.  As discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15.4, Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Measures, soundwall heights are anticipated to range from 8 
to 16 feet.  With respect to ocean views, please note that the 
loss of an ocean view shown on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft EIR/
EIS would now be avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112 of this Final 
EIR/EIS).  Section 3.7 identifies a number of measures to 
address associated potential visual concerns.  Specifically, as 
depicted on EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122, this may include the use 
of transparent materials to retain desirable views.  For more 
information regarding potentially substantial local visual effects 
of the proposed improvement, please refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects.”

With regard to views of and/or from the Torrey Pines State Park 
Reserve, Figure 3-7.6 of the EIR/EIS shows a distant view of the 
ocean and Los Peñasquitos Lagoon from northbound I-5, and 
Figure 3-7.7 provides a distant view of I-5 from the Reserve.  
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 10 through 15, of this Final EIR/EIS show 
that no soundwalls are proposed adjacent to the Reserve that 
would affect scenic views; therefore, visual impacts to scenic views 
of Torrey Pines State Park Reserve are not anticipated to result 
from soundwall implementation.  For more information regarding 
visual effects of the proposed improvement, please refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

Subsequent to public review of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Oceanside 
Boulevard and Cannon Drive direct access ramps (DARs) were 
eliminated from the proposed project.  In addition, the design of 
the Manchester Avenue DAR was modified from a flyover bridge 
to an undercrossing.  Removal of the flyover minimizes adverse 
visual effects at Manchester and would improve project-related 
visual effects at this interchange.  This new configuration is shown 
on Figure 3-7.50 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

With regard to the proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility at 
Manchester Avenue,  as shown in EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
26 and 27, these proposed transit facilities would be constructed 
on ground-level on the north side of Manchester Avenue and 
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would not directly impact San Elijo Lagoon.  As such, the multi-
use facility is not anticipated to result in substantial visual impacts 
with respect to the lagoon.

06

07

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related 
decibel increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels over no build 
conditions.  Changes of three decibels or less are generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis. 

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project 
is designed to lower travel times through reductions in traffic 
congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  
Accordingly, the project’s implementation would result in lower 
overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on project-
related air quality considerations.

Regarding potential greenhouse gas (GHG) concerns, EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an analysis of associated 
GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential 
impacts from the project build alternatives.  As discussed above, 
the project would be expected to result in lower overall air 
emissions, including GHG, compared to existing conditions.  The 
project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Climate Change” for additional information on GHG 
and related global warming and climate change issues.

Please note that traffic volumes would not increase by 
50 percent.  Caltrans has considered projected growth and the 
size of improvements needed to accommodate such growth.  
The proposed improvements, as part of a multimodal system, 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases of 
approximately 29 percent over the next 30 years. These increases 
would result from the forecast addition of approximately one million
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people to the region’s population during that time.  The potential 
for “induced demand,” or the number of trips added to I-5 as a 
result of proposed improvements, has been included in the project 
analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the 
projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated 
to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association 
with the proposed project, as a result of a number of regional 
and project strategies and improvements designed to reduce 
the growth in the number of VMT and to encourage options to 
the use of single-occupant vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the 
EIR/EIS).  Regarding your observations on the Ventura Freeway, 
no one answer is appropriate for all segments of the State highway 
system; congested portions of Los Angeles highways are subject 
to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5 and would occur 
simultaneously with other regional efforts to address transportation 
demand, including changes in land use patterns and improvement 
of public transportation alternatives.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic, as well as 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the lifespan of 
transportation improvements.

The results of the analysis completed in the EIR/EIS confirms 
the statement in this comment that the project would impact the 
coastal lagoons.  Potential impacts to biological resources at the 
six coastal lagoons and/or associated waterways within the I-5 
corridor are evaluated under the Biological Environment heading 
of the EIR/EIS.  Specifically with regard to endangered species, 
the potential for direct and indirect impacts is addressed in 
Section 3.21, Threatened and Endangered Species.  Based on 
those analyses, it is determined that the project’s impacts would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures such as conformance with regulatory requirements 
and related efforts including habitat preservation, restoration, 
and/or acquisition.  Overall, project mitigation would be part 
of a comprehensive solution to coastal natural resources in 
coordination with other efforts and that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach. 
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09 As stated in the Executive Summary section of the EIR/EIS, 
the natural character of the focused I-5 corridor would become 
noticeably more urban, and scenic resources now available to the 
traveling public would become less visible upon implementation of 
the proposed project.  The changes to the I-5 right-of-way, however, 
would be focused and linear in nature, and although substantial 
change is discussed for specific locations in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications to I-5 are not expected 
to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall beauty of 
communities already crossed by this highway.  The North Coast 
Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part of northern San Diego 
County.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Character 
and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and landform 
modification would be within a developed urban area.  As a linear 
facility, views shift as the viewer moves along the highway.  Views 
along the project corridor would continue to be a mix of open 
vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that 
are blocked by development or changed due to implementation of 
project landscaping.  Overall, these views would be similar to the 
existing view conditions.

Modifications to I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall character of the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, 
Community Character and Cohesion, the project is anticipated 
to improve existing community character and cohesion.  
Community enhancement features that have been identified 
within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS), 
if implemented, would further improve and facilitate connectivity 
between communities east and west of I-5 that were bisected 
when I-5 was originally constructed.  These features would create 
and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and trailheads and other recreational opportunities.  As 
such, the project is not expected to result in an adverse effect on 
the character of North San Diego County.  As detailed in Topical 
Response “Projected Growth,” the project is not designed with 
excess capacity that could induce substantial unplanned growth 
during the design period.
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10 A number of alternatives were screened as part of the North 
Coast Corridor evaluation; please refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives.”  Please also note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Even within the proposed project, the addition of more 
lanes would be reduced to the extent practicable.  The proposed 
use of High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing highway width and associated 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  A 
number of community enhancement features also are identified 
within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  
If implemented, these features would create and/or improve 
amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit centers, 
and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to mass transit.

Water supply to the San Diego region is a recognized concern.  
However, implementation of the proposed project would not 
directly result in additional development within the region.  Growth 
inducement is analyzed in Section 3.2 of the EIR/EIS.  Further 
growth in the project area would occur regardless of whether or 
not the project is constructed.  Improvements to the highway are 
not expected to independently bring new residents to San Diego; 
that is a function of job, housing and educational availability, 
among other things.  As discussed in Section 3.2, Growth, of the 
EIR/EIS, there are no known projects in the vicinity that are 
dependent on the implementation of the proposed project.  
Furthermore, growth in the corridor is governed by the local 
governments, such as the County of San Diego and local cities, 
which have the ability to approve or deny development.  Each 
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of these agencies provides information on approved plans to 
SANDAG for use in regional growth projections.  SANDAG works 
closely with the San Diego County Water Authority during the 
preparation of the growth forecasts, which the Water Authority 
then incorporates into its Urban Water Management Plans.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information on project-related growth concerns.
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Mario Monroy 
09/29/2010 03:59 PM  
Subject: I-5 Corridor 

Question: At a meeting in Carlsbad on 8/17/10, I dictated a question to your recorder about the 
weight of pollution between Carlsbad Village Dr. and Tamarack in a 24 hour period for each 
option, total hydrocarbons plus wear and tear on tires. I have not gotten an answer to date.  

11/17/2010 09:00 AM   
Subject: I-5 Environmental Report  

At a meeting in Carlsbad on 8/17/10, I dictated a question to your recorder about the weight of 
pollution between Carlsbad Village Dr.  and Tamarack in a 24 hour period for each option, plus 
total hydrocarbon pollution created by wear and tear on tires. After attending more meetings, I 
would like to request  the following  additions to the Environmental Report: 
1. A simulation of the distribution of the hydrocarbons and pollutants created by wear and tear of 
tires between Carlsbad Village Drive and Tamarack Ave.  
2. A simulation of distribution of sound densities in the same area.  Both are extremely important 
because effects on Holiday Park.  

Mario R. Monroy 
760-729-7242

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  For general air quality concerns, and as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, 
project implementation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  For particulate matter (PM) concerns, the noted project 
improvements to traffic operations would also contribute to lower 
PM emissions when compared to the No Build alternative.  The 
proposed project, therefore, would comply with federal PM10 and 
PM2.5standards and is unlikely to increase the frequency or severity 
of any existing nonattainment of those standards.  Additionally, 
based on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency PM Guidance 
(described in Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project 
of Air Quality Concern because of relatively low truck volumes and 
the percentage of traffic when comparing build alternatives against 
a no project condition.  A number of measures are also identified in 
Section 3.14 to control construction-related particulate generation.  
Calculation of pollutant weights in a specific freeway segment is 
not necessary, and it should be noted that pollutant levels would 
decrease relative to current conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information.

03

Responses to Mario Monroy

With respect to your requests for calculating pollutant weights for 
a specific freeway segment, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 above.  Because PM emissions would decrease 
from existing conditions in the future (i.e., not worsen), neither 
modeling nor distribution simulations are necessary to understand 
future effects.  

Regarding your request to provide a “simulation of [the] 
distribution of sound densities” in the area between Carlsbad 
Village Drive and Tamarack Avenue, this information is provided in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  Specifically, as shown on EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 52 through 54, noise measurements were 
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recorded at a number of noise receptor sites in the noted area, 
including R17.1 through R17.16 on the east side of the freeway, and 
R17.17 through R17.34 on the west side of I-5.  These measured 
noise levels, along with projected (modeled) future noise levels for 
the noted noise receptors (with and without the project), are provided 
in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.35.  With respect to your related concerns 
on noise levels at Holiday Park, please note that a soundwall 
(S810) was identified along the freeway right-of-way in this 
location; this wall was determined to be “reasonable and feasible” 
under Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans guidelines 
and was preliminarily recommended for construction (refer to 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.35 and 3.15.36).  As shown on Table 3.15.35,
if implemented, this soundwall would reduce noise levels in future 
build conditions by three to eight decibels (dBA) compared to 
no build future conditions at the two modeled representative 
receptor locations.
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Bleema Moss 
11/20/2010 06:10 AM  
Subject: response to I-5 proposals

We support the response by the Torrey Pines Community Planning Board to the I-5 proposals.  
We ask that you consider their responses and adopt them.  

Bleema Moss and Richard Warburton  

01 Thank you for your email supporting comments provided by the 
Torrey Pines Community Planning Board, which are noted and are 
part of the public record.  Responses to issues raised by the Torrey 
Pines Community Planning Board are provided in Section 4.3 of
this appendix in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Response to Bleema Moss and Richard Warburton
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Robbin Muller  
10/03/2010 04:21 PM  
Subject: Sound abatement along the 5 

To Whom It May Concern –  
Due to the widening of the 5 freeway I would like to request the addition of a 15’ double 
insulated wall for sound abatement. I live within the traffic noise range along the 5 freeway 
between the Encinitas and Leucadia exits.  

Thank you for your time  
Robbin Muller
724 Poinsettia Park S.  
Encinitas, CA 92024  
robbin@soillogic.com
858-692-4046

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related noise and soundwall concerns in the area 
east of I-5 and south of Leucadia Boulevard in the City of Encinitas.  
As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related 
sound increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations, including S692 in the subject area (refer to 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 36 and 37).  Soundwall S692 has 
been preliminarily recommended for construction, with the use of 
such noise-abatement facilities shown to reduce traffic-generated 
noise.  This soundwall would be 12 to 14 feet tall and would result in 
noise level reductions ranging from five to nine dBA at associated 
noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).
Because changes exceeding three dBA are considered audible to 
the average healthy human ear, it is anticipated that this soundwall 
would result in a perceptible decrease from no project conditions.

Response to Robbin Muller
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917
Shaun Naughton
11/20/2010 01:10 PM  
Subject: support for i5 expansion

I want to let you know that we support I 5 expansion and live in Oceanside.  
I also support a true interchange for 78 and I5.  
I think that adding up to six lanes is a wise idea because current gridlock in San Diego is terrible  
every day week days and weekends.  
OC is much better after expansion so I drive to Santa Ana airport rather than san diego airport 
as it is more predictable.  

Shaun A. Naughton
Office line 760-433-5382  
Cell 760-433-1589
shaunnaughton@gmail.com
http://www.linkedin.com/in/shaunnaughtonprofile

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your support for improvements to I-5 is noted.  

Regarding your preference for adding up to six additional lanes 
(10+4 alternative), please note that following the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
Predictability of commute time is a primary goal of the proposed 
project.  Commutes would be more time-certain with any of the 
build alternatives. 

Response to Shaun Naughton
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997
Jakob Nebeker
11/09/2010 10:43 AM  
Subject: freeway comments  

Hi, I wanted to comment that I strongly support the expansion of I-5.  We need additional lanes 
to accommodate the growth and relieve congestion that costs billions and adds massive 
amounts of pollution as cars and trucks sit in traffic.  Rail just isn't going to solve all our 
problems.  I hope the project moves forward quickly,

Thank you,
Jakob Nebeker  

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for a build alternative is noted.  Your comments 
regarding the need for the expansion of I-5 are consistent with 
the findings of transportation agencies evaluating transportation 
issues in the North Coast Corridor; the agencies have identified 
the need for a multimodal solution; including highway, rail, and 
bus improvements, among others.  Please also refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System” and “Projected Growth.” 

Response to Jakob Nebeker
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904
Margarat Nee   
11/21/2010 07:53 PM  
Subject: Comment: OPPOSED to proposed expansion  

I am a resident of Encinitas and I am opposed to the massive expansion requested for interstate 
5.
This expansion will damage open space at the Manchester Ave. interchange. It will damage the 
environment for the whole community. It will not solve traffic problems. There is no reason to 
ruin the whole corridor where people already live near the freeway and make it even more 
polluting than it already is.  

Margarat Nee  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Regarding 
your concerns on environmental impacts, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
associated avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

Specific to the Manchester Avenue area, the land that would be 
affected is currently in agricultural use and is not pristine open 
space.  Because an existing facility is being improved, avoidance 
is not always possible.  To the extent practicable, however, it is 
Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize direct impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system during improvements to 
that highway.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and is identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The Manchester Direct Access Ramp 
(DAR) also has been redesigned to minimize impacts, with the 
flyover eliminated and an undercrossing proposed instead.  The 
amount of parking at the adjacent San Elijo Multi-use Facility also 
has been reduced.

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system.  The use of High Occupancy Vehicle/
Managed Lanes would provide additional highway capacity by 
increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  It is acknowledged that the proposed project 

Response to Margarat Nee
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would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would 
result in less congestion than what would occur under the No Build 
alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3,
total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No 
Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with 
this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 
8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature, 
and although substantial change is discussed for specific locations 
in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications 
to I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect 
on the overall quality of life in the communities already crossed 
by this highway.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community
Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and 
landform modification would be within a developed urban area and 
would modify an existing primary transportation corridor.  Overall, 
because the project generally would improve, rather than adversely 
impact, recreational facilities, and would enhance access within 
the community, the implementation of new project features is 
not expected to have an adverse effect on regional community 
character or quality of life.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed 
I-5 modifications on North County quality of life and why those 
impacts are not expected to result in a substantial adverse overall 
effect in the communities already crossed by this highway.

Given the nature of the project, which is designed to maintain or 
reduce travel time and associated traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor, it is anticipated that air pollutant emissions associated 
with traffic congestion would be improved over baseline conditions.  
Please see Section 3.14, Air Quality, for details.

01
cont.
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712
Gary Nelson  
08/04/2010 11:59 AM  
Subject: Questions (request form Q) 

Inquiring the action projects: I-5 Corridor Question: Concerning the I-5 Corridor sound barriers. 
Have you ever thought of designing the sound barriers so that they are slightly tilted inward so 
as to trap the sound within the highway corridor. Have there been any studies to determine what 
slant/degree angle would be required to 1) cause the sound to reflect back onto the freeway 
instead of bouncing up to be reflected around, 2) the structural integrity of the sound barrier if it 
is slanted inward a few(3-5) degrees. I will be interested in your response.  

01

Thank you for your interest in the project.  A number of technical 
studies have evaluated the use of angled (or inclined) soundwalls 
as noted in this comment.  The results of these investigations 
indicate, however, that the use of such design provides only 
a minor reduction in associated noise levels (approximately 
0.5 decibel), while adding considerable cost.  Specifically, 
the additional cost is associated with more rigorous design/
engineering and construction efforts required to provide adequate 
stability for inclined walls, as well as the fact that angled walls must 
be more extensive (i.e., “longer”) to achieve the same height as 
comparable vertical walls.  It’s also important to note that much of 
the noise energy generated from freeway sources (vehicles) does 
not strike the soundwall surface.  Specifically, noise from roadway 
traffic is not one-dimensional, but rather emanates out from the 
source in all directions. Noise energy that does strike the wall is 
reflected at an incident angle (i.e., an angle similar to that at which 
the energy struck the wall).  Accordingly, noise energy that strikes 
a wall and is reflected at very low incident angles can potentially 
result in an increase of overall noise levels at associated noise 
receptors (i.e., at locations opposite the walls). The majority of 
noise energy in the proposed design, however, would strike the 
wall and be reflected at higher incident angles, such that it would 
not contribute to an increase in associated receptor noise levels.
Based on the described considerations, the use of inclined walls 
has not been included in the project design.

Response to Gary Nelson
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722
Gwen & Jack Nelson 
08/20/2010 08:26 AM  
Subject I-5 Widening 

I have read all the printed material available at the public meetings about the I-5 
widening project; they show a great deal of work and thought.  These are my objections, 
however:  Everything is presented as a positive ("enhancements") with not a single negative 
mention anywhere within the documents.  There is nothing about how ugly the noise walls will 
be, or how much San Diego is beginning to look like Los Angeles with its ugly, wide freeways.  

Most transportation planners recognize that widening freeways only brings more, not 
less, traffic.  Why has CalTrans not thought about more mass transit? Why isn't a possible 
trolley line up the middle of the freeway considered?  Why do we not see clean, natural-gas 
express buses on the I-5? Why is there not more advertising to make car-pooling more of an 
option?

CalTrans needs to think more "outside the box."  The idea of allowing single passenger 
drivers to pay a fee to drive in the HOV lanes is ridiculous and goes against any notion of 
reducing pollution.  

The public meetings are so organized and controlled as to not really seek public opinion.  
There is no chance for the public to ask questions or get real answers to public concerns.   

CalTrans needs to do a better job of advertising and encouraging more people to 
double-up in their cars.  Southern Californians can and will do things to help the environment if 
given a chance.  Some people seem unaware of the Park and Ride Lots that are available.  

As I listen to the radio and read the newspapers about the public meetings, there seems 
a genuine concern on the part of North County San Diego residents for more mass transit.  I 
hope CalTrans will take these concerns more seriously than it seems to have done in the past.  

Sincerely,
Gwen Nelson  
Carlsbad

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The EIR/EIS does present information regarding adverse 
impacts anticipated to result from the implementation of project 
alternatives.  Your concern relative to visual impacts is discussed in 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS.  In this discussion, 
the EIR/EIS notes that noise barriers would block ocean and other 
views in some locations.  The EIR/EIS also discusses the fact that 
noise walls may give a sense of enclosure.  To reduce the visual 
impacts of noise barriers, the EIR/EIS identifies landscaping, wall 
articulation, and the potential for use of transparent materials, 
which would be incorporated into noise walls to reduce their visual 
impact (refer to Figures 3-7.113 through 3.7-19 and 3-7.122).
Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less than 
substantial nature of the project’s effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor. 

The proposed project is intended to accommodate projected 
increases in traffic resulting from regional population growth.  The 
potential for increased traffic levels to result from the freeway 
expansion is anticipated to be minimal as a result of a number 
of regional and project strategies and improvements designed to 
reduce the growth in the number of vehicle miles traveled and to 
encourage options to the use of single-occupant vehicles. Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
discussion.  The I-5 NCC Project is only one aspect of multi-agency, 
multimodal improvements planned for the North Coast Corridor.  
While Caltrans is supportive of mass transit and carpooling, 
providing trolley or bus service is beyond its purview.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding public 
transportation, as well as Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” 
regarding alternatives previously considered for the North 
Coast Corridor.

Responses to Gwen & Jack Nelson
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02
cont.

The operation of a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane program 
on I-5 is not a decision made by Caltrans; rather, California Senate 
Bill 468 authorizes the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) to administer this program.  Availability of the lanes 
to paying users would be based upon the level of use by High 
Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lane users relative to roadway 
capacity.  By reducing congestion, this program would minimize 
air pollutants emitted from idling cars. 

The open meeting format has been adopted by Caltrans to provide 
better opportunities for public input than traditional “town hall” 
style meetings with formal presentations.  Attendees are given 
the opportunity to discuss concerns with and ask questions of 
Caltrans staff, or provide written or verbal comments to the court 
reporter if comments are desired to be entered into the formal 
record.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format” 
with regard to Caltrans public meeting format.
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967
Gary Nessim 
11/11/2010 04:34 PM 
Subject: I 5 widening

We must consider a toll on I 5, not the new lanes, but all lanes.  

This is perhaps the only way to influence movement off I 5 and onto Coaster and Buses.  

It is critical that these calculations be made as right now we subsidize our Coaster and Bus 
heavily, and we subsidize car traffic with gas and income tax.  

An unpopular $5 toll would influence many to carpool or take the Coaster or Bus.  With the 
managed lanes for buses only we might be able to make them competitive.  

At the present time, since we are suburban, everyone must have a car. Since the car 
depreciates even if you don't drive it, it pays to take our cars unless there is another economic 
incentive such as expensive gas or a toll.  

Failure to study tolls is unacceptable, even if a toll or significantly increased local gas taxes are 
politically undesirable.  

A toll may save us a lane in each direction perhaps allowing addition of only the managed lanes 
with barriers.

Acquiring land for a toll area or two should be in the proposal for future use.  

Gary Nessim  
Carlsbad

01

Thank you for your comments regarding your preference to 
implement a toll on I-5, thereby encouraging more people to 
utilize public transportation and potentially reducing the number 
of required lanes on the freeway.  Please note that converting an 
existing free highway to a toll-only facility is not within Caltrans’ 
existing authority and could have unforeseen consequences 
such as diverting highway traffic onto local streets and causing 
economic hardships for businesses and workers that rely on the 
highway.  California Senate Bill 468, however, does authorize the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to conduct, 
administer, and operate a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane 
program on I-5 as part of the proposed project.  Please note that 
during the analysis for the proposed project, it was determined 
that four High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would 
be the minimum number that would adequately address projected 
growth.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt 
of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is 
the most similar to your preference for two HOV lanes.  The only 
through lanes proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative are 
HOV/Managed Lanes, which would accommodate mass transit 
bus use and allow for a “toll” paid by single-occupancy vehicles 
using the HOV/Managed Lanes.  Please also refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” “Mass 
Transit,” and “Transportation Funding” for additional information 
on public transportation options and issues associated with using 
highway funding for other transportation modes.

Response to Gary Nessim
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921
Joseph Nevins 
11/17/2010 8:40 PM and 11/20/2010 12:33 PM 
Subject: I-5 expansion

As a member of the North County Cycle Club, the San Diego County Bicycle Coalition and the 
City of Oceanside Bicycle Committee, we see that the EIR Caltrans has presented is lacking a 
number of critical studies. We would like you to answer the following questions: 

What is the amount of current and future automobile traffic that is ‘pass through’ from the north 
of Camp Pendleton to south of the 805/5 merge and to the Mexican Border?  

Have there been studies of traffic that indicates the destinations of such vehicles?  

Can most of this traffic be carried at far less cost by an integrated rail service from LA's Union 
Station to San Ysidro? if not why not?  

Have there been any studies using rail from Union Station to San Ysidro?  

Can rail yards can be situated at Otay Mesa and south of San Diego Bay?  

Does a rail yard take up less area than a football stadium and produce far more jobs and 
revenue?

Have there been studies for potential locations of rail yards?  

Have there been any studies on alternatives of using rail?  

Have the figures for SANDAG’s estimated truck traffic increase of 6 to 7 times (data from 
Carlsbad's mayor Matt Hall a SANDAG board member) been studied?  

Can this freight can be carried by rail using 1/10th the fuel or by ship using 1/7th the fuel? if not 
why not?  

Have studies disproven that the expansion of I-5 will produce 60 to 70 times more pollution than 
maintaining the current level of freight and building rail facilities?

http://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fuel_efficiency_in_transportation?wasRedirected=true Was the 
following studied?  

NAFTA allows trucks to cross in and out of Mexico, truckers use the least expensive fuel, were 
fuel emissions from trucks traveling from Mexico to LA burning Mexican fuels addressed in the 
EIR?

Were Air Quality studies done which include tire particles?  

Have there been fiscal studies for the cost implementing an integrated rail system including rail 
yards versus widening the freeway?  

Heavy trucks deposit oil, grease, anti-freeze, lubricants and other debris along the freeways, 
has the increased amount of this been studied?  

01

02

03

04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to your inquiry regarding “pass through traffic,” the 
focus of I-5 NCC Project analysis is the current and projected 
future levels of service throughout the North Coast Corridor.  The 
flow of traffic along the 27 miles, and the efficiency of the on-
ramps, off-ramps, and through lanes, provides the focus.  Given 
peak hour activity at the on- and off-ramps, it can be seen that 
a substantial portion of traffic carried by this segment of I-5 is 
generated by individuals leaving or accessing locales east or west 
of I-5 along the segment.  Please refer to Draft Technical Report 
#6, Freeway Interchanges Operations Report, which contains the 
data and is incorporated into the EIR/EIS by reference, at www.
keepsandiegomoving.com and http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_
docs/I-5NCCTechStudies.html.

Responses to Joseph Nevins

Existing rail service is available from Union Station in Los Angeles 
to downtown San Diego, with convenient trolley service to San 
Ysidro.  Although heavy rail for passengers does not extend to this 
southernmost point, the existing service is expected to adequately 
serve the ridership wishing to use rail between these points.  Also 
note that high speed rail has been considered to serve points north 
to (at least) downtown San Diego.  The number and locations of 
users served and the timing of the project, however, do not make it a 
viable alternative to more immediate I-5 improvements.  According 
to the California High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 2012 
Business Plan, the high-speed rail segment from San Francisco to 
Los Angeles/Anaheim is not anticipated to be complete until 2029, 
with the segment from Los Angeles to San Diego following later.  
This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-range travelers 
from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount of the peak hour 
commuters from I-5; therefore, it would not be expected to improve
the peak hour freeway level of service in the North Coast Corridor 
to such an extent that the need to widen the I-5 corridor could be 
eliminated.  With regard to goods movement, freight transport by 
rail currently extends from points north to the National City Marine 
Terminal, and has intermittently extended to Mexico.
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02
cont.

Finally, several alternatives were considered before the build 
alternatives were chosen as the most viable options to meet the 
project’s purpose and need.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives previously 
evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-based alternatives.  
As stated above, the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Planned Los Angeles-San 
Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) railway improvements would 
facilitate both passenger and freight movement through proposed 
and ongoing double-tracking.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System” and “Rail Preference” for 
additional discussions regarding rail.  The current percentage of 
freight moved by truck on I-5 is projected to remain the same as 
current conditions (approximately six percent).

Moving freight by ship would only address a portion of goods 
transport.  It would accommodate freight with accessibility to a 
coastal shipping location and which could accommodate shipping 
time-frames.  As with rail, distribution of most cargo following 
arrival in San Diego would still require truck transport. Regardless, 
as stated here, and as indicated in the response to your Comment 
01, the percentage of freight trucks is not the primary congestion 
element along I-5, which is related to peak hour commuter traffic.

With respect to your concerns on pollution (air quality) levels for the 
proposed project, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, 
Air Quality.  The project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, the project’s implementation 
would result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
project air quality considerations.
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cont.

Regarding comparative air quality analyses for the proposed 
project and the use of rail facilities for freight transportation, as 
noted in the response to your Comment 02, rail improvements 
are expected to occur as part of the multimodal transportation 
system for the North Coast Corridor. These improvements are 
addressed as part of the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which was 
found to conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  SIPs 
are comprehensive plans that describe how an area will attain 
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). 

With respect to emissions from truck traffic originating in Mexico, 
effects to the project air quality analysis and conclusions listed 
above are expected to be minor, based on these considerations: 
(1) existing and projected freight truck traffic within the project 
corridor would comprise approximately six percent of the total 
traffic volume; trucks originating in Mexico would likely represent 
a substantially lower percentage of total traffic; (2) Mexico has 
adopted more stringent emissions standards for diesel-powered 
engines as a result of the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) environmental policies, including the alignment of 
Mexican standards with U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
requirements through the 2003 model year; (3) ultra-low-sulfur 
diesel (ULSD) fuel is currently available in most border areas 
of Mexico, with plans to update refinery operations to produce 
more ULSD fuels, increase availability throughout Mexico, and 
implement related requirements for ULSD fuel use; and (4) based 
on NAFTA provisions and related State legislation (e.g., California 
Assembly Bill 1009 and California Senate Bill 270), the California 
Air Resources Board has run its Heavy-Duty Vehicle Inspection 
Program at the Otay Mesa and Calexico border crossings since 
1999, with this program requiring emissions-related inspections 
and applicable compliance for all vehicles entering California 
with a gross vehicle weight rating greater than 10,000 pounds.  
Regarding the issues of “tire particles,” particulate generation 
from sources such as vehicle tire and wear is included in the 
assessment of particulate matter (PM)10 generation.

Rail improvements within the North Coast Corridor have separate 
utility in terms of transportation function and users served and 
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04
cont.

are being pursued separately by SANDAG in cooperation with 
the Federal Transit Authority and/or Federal Rail Authority.  This 
document only addresses the I-5 facility and is focused on 
highway improvements, consistent with regional plans.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
on issues related to using public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.
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05Was the probable massive increase of contaminants that will enter our creeks, rivers, lagoons 
and wash up on our beaches studied?  

Will this pollution devastate our beach tourist industry?  

Was the emissions increase from autos also included?  

Have studies been done indicating the additional flow of non-point and point sources such as 
oil, grease, anti-freeze, etc. from the increase in project traffic volumes on the expanded 
freeway?

CARB and SB 375: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/sb375/sb375.htm SB 375 requires ARB to develop 
regional greenhouse gas emission reduction targets for passenger vehicles.  ARB is to establish 
targets for 2020 and 2035. SANDAG must prepare a "sustainable communities strategy (SCS)" 
that demonstrates how the region will meet its greenhouse gas reduction target through 
integrated land use, housing and transportation planning. Expanding I-5 will prevent SANDAG 
from meeting its required ARB goal. Has this been studied?  

There are other elements to public health as well that the freeway expansion will endanger. 
Have studies been done estimating the increase in respiratory diseases downwind of I-5.  

Have studies been done documenting the level of pollutants within 5 miles downwind of I-5 from 
the 805/5 interchange to the Orange County border for each month from 1980 to 2010?  

Have the probable increases in health care costs been studied?  

What are the projected levels of air pollution after the expansion?  

Have all possible appearances of conflicts of interest between political contributions and 
contractors been studied?  

If not why not?

We can show the economic impact based upon what happened in San Diego once the I-15 
expansion was officially approved, the adjacent areas lost most of the homeowners, landlords 
stopped maintaining their buildings, quickly the buildings became run down, the area became 
blighted, gangs moved in and now what once were middle class neighborhoods are gang 
infested ghettos. Our tax base will diminish, businesses will leave, tourists will go elsewhere. 
Every other growing area is expanding public transit and rail freight not roads. Have the above 
economic impacts on the above mentioned areas been documented and correlated to the I-5 
expansion area?

http://www.streetsblog.org/2010/09/29/report-want-to-ease-commuter-pain-highways-and-
sprawl-wont-help/
Congestion charging has reduced CO2 emissions inside the charge zone by about 20 percent 
PDF.  

Has congestion charging been studied?  
Is this how the expansion was justified?  

Do you have the Travel Time data that is corrected for obvious bias?  
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Regarding potential water pollution (water quality) and related 
effects to coastal lagoons, beaches, and related waterways, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,
identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated 
with the implementation of the identified build and the No Build 
alternatives.  Specifically, this includes direct impacts associated 
with long-term (operational) impacts such as the generation 
of vehicle-related contaminants from automobiles and trucks, 
including particulates and metals from brake pad wear, and 
exhaust-generated contaminants such as nitrite.  This analysis 
provides quantified assessments of potential impacts related to 
existing and proposed impervious (paved) surfaces as well as 
the identification of associated potential pollutant generation and 
related effects. The analysis also addresses associated indirect 
impacts, such as downstream sediment/contaminant transport 
(i.e., sedimentation), and the potential discharge of contaminants 
related to long-term facility operation and maintenance activities 
such as landscaping (e.g., green waste and pesticides/herbicides).  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management practices 
(BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality concerns, 
based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, 
including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  
Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related 
to the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, as applicable).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases, and concludes that Caltrans is committed 
to prevent or minimize impacts to water quality.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards and 
regulations.  Implementation of the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
would result in a total of 112 percent of equivalent new impervious 
areas being treated. Currently seven percent of existing impervious 
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06 With respect to project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) generation, 
this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change.
Specifically, this section provides an analysis of project-related GHG 
emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from 
the project build alternatives.  As noted above in the response to your 
Comment 03, the project would be expected to result in lower overall 
air emissions, including GHG, compared to existing conditions.  The 
project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  The SANDAG 2050 RTP includes 
the project along with other multimodal solutions and forecasts a 
countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
as required by California Assembly Bill 32 and California Senate 
Bill 375.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” 
for additional information on GHG and related global warming and 
climate change issues.

Regarding potential air quality-related public health concerns, and 
as described above in the response to your Comment 03, the project 
would result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared to existing conditions.  The analysis in Section
3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 49 percent 
decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions over 
base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions provided in Final 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, 
respectively. The potential for long-term health effects from living in 
proximity to a freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The 
proposed project, as noted, would reduce emissions and improve 
overall air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all 
projects involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 
13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and 
Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the nature of 
the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, and related 
emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated 
health effects would also be improved over existing conditions.

areas is being treated.  The Preferred Alternative would result in a 
total of 27 percent of total impervious areas (existing and new) being
treated.  No impacts to the beach tourist industry are anticipated.  

05
cont.
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06
cont.

The listed studies regarding “[t]he level of pollutants within 
5 miles downwind of I-5 from the I-805 /I-5 Interchange to the 
Orange County border for each month from 1980 to 2010” are not 
considered necessary or appropriate for this analysis.  Specifically, 
the Air Quality Analysis, MSAT Analysis, and related technical 
studies prepared for the project include applicable background 
data and associated data (e.g., modeling) to support the air 
quality evaluations and conclusions provided in the EIR/EIS.  The 
project’s technical studies are available for review at: http://www.
dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCCTechStudies.html.

With respect to potential project-related “increases in health care 
costs” and as noted above in this response, it is anticipated that air 
quality-related health effects would also be improved over existing 
conditions.  Therefore, increased health care costs would not be 
related to any increase in project-related pollution; pollution rates 
would decrease.

The “projected levels of air pollution after the expansion” are 
addressed above in this response, as well as in responses to your 
Comment 03 above.  As noted therein, this issue is addressed in 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.14 and 4.6, as well as in the related technical 
studies and Topical Responses.

07

08

Political issues are not topics included in an EIR/EIS, which focuses 
on environmental effects.  Please note, however, that the trigger 
for studying this segment of I-5 is based in existing and projected 
levels of congestion and system efficiency.  It has nothing to do 
with political contributions or potential construction contractors.

Regarding potential project impacts to the local quality of life, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities 
and neighborhoods near the highway.  Additionally, substantial 
adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated from project 
implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting residential 
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08
cont.

property value.  Because local property values are not anticipated 
to be substantially affected, the project’s implementation would not 
be expected to result in substantial adverse effects to associated 
property tax revenues.  Please refer to the project’s 2007 Final 
Community Impact Assessment at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/
Env_docs/I-5NCCTechStudies.html for more information on 
anticipated economic effects from proposed improvements.  

Although short-term economic losses related to tax base may 
be anticipated where businesses require relocation to other 
cities, those businesses not being relocated could experience an 
overall beneficial impact from the project, as a result of improved 
accessibility associated with reduced levels of congestion.  For more 
information, please refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.23, Relationship 
Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Human Environment and 
the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity.

With respect to the proposed improvements affecting tourists, 
while the project would increase the paved area and number of 
walls along the I-5 corridor, the increase would not be expected 
to substantially affect tourists in the region.  I-5 is not a tourist 
attraction, but is rather a means of allowing tourists to move 
between tourist attractions in the region.  As with residents, 
reducing travel times and congestion would have a positive impact 
on tourists in the region.  Given the fact that I-5 already exists 
as a major transportation corridor, it is unlikely that tourists would 
perceive the improvements as a substantial visual change.

09 Although congestion charging for the general purpose lanes is 
not currently proposed (I-5 is a “freeway” as opposed to a toll 
road overall), value pricing of single-occupant vehicles using 
the proposed High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes 
is anticipated.  This would allow charging of higher rates during 
periods of high I-5 use and would be expected to both raise 
revenues as well as encourage carpooling.  There would be an 
associated reduction in the number of cars on the road and related 
decreases in CO2 emissions.  Please also refer to the response to 
your Comment 06, for general information about reduced future 
reduced CO2 levels.
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10 With respect to your concern regarding a focus being on providing 
additional highway capacity rather than on more compact 
development that would lessen travel distance, local jurisdictions, 
such as the County and local cities, are responsible for development 
patterns in San Diego County through land use planning.  Based 
on input from these agencies, a comprehensive regional planning 
process has been undertaken to plan regional growth patterns 
and determine the multimodal transportation system that would 
best address the anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning 
process include the RTP and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS calls for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns and smart growth can, 
however, take extended time to implement.  The proposed project 
is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  These 
improvements would allow the time necessary for the region to 
work toward complex solutions, such as smart growth.  During 
this period, improvements to all travel modes are required in order 
to accommodate projected travel patterns.  Please see Topical 
Response “Multimodal System.”

With regard to slower speeds being more fuel efficient, as 
explained in Topical Response “Air Pollutants,” emissions are a 
function of two variables:  volumes and emission factors.  Traffic 
volumes are expected to increase over time with or without the 
project, due to population growth.  Emission factors are related to 
speed.  Inconsistent with your comment, as speeds increase (up 
to a point), most criteria pollutant emissions will typically decrease.  
Specifically, carbon monoxide (CO) emissions are highest when a 
vehicle is idling; they decline as speeds rise over 25 mph and 
then climb again as speeds increase above 50 to 55 mph.  The 
lowest CO emissions are found in the 35 to 60 mph range.  At the 
65 mph speed limit, CO emissions would still be lower than such 
emissions at any speed from 0 mph to about 30 mph.  Please 
note that “increased” speeds associated with the proposed project 
relate more to speeds increased over no build conditions that 
over existing conditions, as the project is planned to improve or 
maintain existing conditions as the number of vehicles increases 
in the future.  Thus, the speeds associated with the implementation 
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10
cont.

The key flaw is a measurement called the Travel Time Index. That’s the ratio of average travel 
times at peak hours to the average time if roads were freely flowing. In other words, the TTI 
measures how fast a given trip goes; it doesn’t measure whether that trip is long or short to 
begin with. Relying on the TTI suggests that more sprawl and more highways solve congestion, 
when in fact it just makes commutes longer. Instead, suggests CEOs for Cities, more compact 
development is often the more effective — and more affordable — solution. Take the Chicago 
and Charlotte metro areas.  

Chicagoland has the second worst TTI in the country, after Los Angeles. Charlotte is about 
average.

But in fact, Chicago-area drivers spend more than 15 minutes less traveling each day, because 
the average trip is 5.5 miles shorter than in Charlotte. Charlotte only looks better because on 
average, its drivers travel closer to the hypothetical free-flowing speed. For Cortright, perhaps 
the biggest problem with the UMR is that it suggests traffic congestion is always getting worse. 
“One insight from our reanalysis is that in some places it’s getting better,” he said, “and it’s 
getting better because people are changing the pattern of the trips they’re taking.” In Portland, 
Oregon, for example, the TTI got much worse between 1982 and 2007. But in fact, by reducing 
average travel distances from 19.6 miles to 16.0 miles over that period, Portland shaved 11 
minutes of peak travel off its average commute. The CEOs for Cities report concludes that the 
UMR not only measures the wrong things, it also measures things the wrong way. For example, 
it doesn’t use observed speeds to calculate how much congestion slows down traffic during 
peak hours, but relies on a mechanistic model based on the total number of cars moving in a full 
24-hour period. When showing the amount of gas that congestion wastes, it relies on an 
outdated study that incorrectly assumes faster speeds are always more fuel-efficient. Have your 
studies been done according to the above modeling? Have studies been done which correctly 
assume that slower speeds are more fuel efficient? Widening the freeway will also raise the 
speeds during peak hours from what now tend to be an average of 40mph to 75-80mph, this will 
greatly increase emissions and accidents. The biggest factor in congestion during peak hours is 
the 'wave effect' when one car slows suddenly to avoid running into a car cutting into its lane at 
high speed, then a string of vehicles slows (often to a halt) before regaining a normal speed. 
When the wave hits impatient drivers begin switching lanes and creating a whole series of 
'waves' across multiple lanes. When speeds are constant at 40-50mph traffic actually moves 
from A to B in a shorter time period than when busy freeways have vehicles traveling over 
65mph and being constantly impacted by 'waves'. Has the above been studied? We have so 
many better options than expanding I-5. Has the effect of $3.50 per gallon fuel on traffic volume 
been studied? Have studies been done on traffic volume for each fifty cent increase in the price 
of fuel up to at least $10.00 per gallon? Has the effect of limiting all vehicles over 10,000 lb 
GVW to the right hand lane been studied? Have studies been done on limiting the left hand lane 
to vehicles that get over 35mpg at 55/65/75 mph? Have studies been done on limiting the 
speeds of 10,000 lb GVW vehicles to 40 mph and vehicles getting less than 35mph at 40 mph 
to 50 mph? Traffic may not have stayed at the reduced level of 2008/9 but Caltrans projected 
increases probably do not incorporate any impending increase in fuel prices or the likely long 
term of this recession. Most likely Caltrans has used data from the 1995 to 2008 boom years to 
project future traffic growth ignoring our new economic paradigm which is steering us to more 
efficient transportation methods. Have these factors been addressed? Research articles: 
http://www.atmosphere.mpg.de/enid/Information_ss/Velocity___air_drag_507.html 
http://www.omninerd.com/articles/Improve_MPG_The_Factors_Affecting_Fuel_Efficiency 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fuel_economy_in_automobiles http://www.squidoo.com/increase-
diesel-truck-mileage http://www.fueleconomy.gov/feg/factors.shtml 
http://www.ehow.com/how_4476264_better-mpg-thru-aerodynamics.html 
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of the project build alternatives likely would result in decreased 
CO emissions.  Therefore, because the project would result in 
improvements to the roadway network that would result in less 
congestion, vehicle speeds would increase, and emissions would 
be reduced.

As noted above, the proposed improvements are intended to 
maintain or improve traffic conditions through 2050.  Considering 
the current amount of congestion during peak hours on I-5, your 
comment regarding speeds increasing to 75 to 80 mph during 
peak hours is unlikely.  The speed limit is designated at 65 mph. 
and Caltrans cannot control or influence the speed at which 
drivers choose to travel.  Additionally, with regard to the “wave 
effect,” although this description seems like a logical contribution 
to congestion, it is not in Caltrans’ ability to control or influence the 
way in which people drive.  The proposed HOV/Managed Lanes 
with a buffer would, however, be expected to largely limit this 
effect to the general purpose lanes, without affecting those using 
the HOV/Managed Lanes. 

With regard to the effect of fuel prices, traffic volumes on I-5 have 
historically increased despite continued increases in gasoline 
prices.  The 2050 RTP indicates that the increased demand will occur 
due to regional population growth, increased goods movement, 
increased economic growth, and greater recreational and tourist 
activity.  As such, without improvements to I-5, traffic conditions 
and the effective movement of people and goods will continue to 
deteriorate (refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.3, Need for the Project, and 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional discussion of 
the need for the The cited articles do not address the adequacy of the 
The cited articles do not address the adequacy of the 
EIR/EIS.  This type of research is related to the project identification 
phase of transportation planning.  As noted in Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives,” the current EIR/EIS is only one step in an 
environmental process that began approximately 20 years ago and 
has addressed a variety of options to relieve congestion within this 
busy corridor.  Topical Response “Multimodal System” describes 
the preparation of the RTP, which was an important recent phase 
in this alternatives evaluation process.
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12http://www.consumerenergycenter.org/transportation/consumer_tips/speeding_and_mpg.html 
http://www.mpgforspeed.com/ 
http://www.failedsuccess.com/index.php?/weblog/comments/traffic_jam_causes/
http://books.google.com/books?id=_5KJG2rD8rEC&pg=PA129&lpg=PA129&dq=traffic+speeds
+ wave+effect&source=bl&ots=1H3ODIQm3K&sig=jTUL30mEaPwsG-
M8jAPwqsbdb1M&hl=en&e i=_L-
8TIPzMI_QsAOmv40_&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=4&ved=0CB0Q6AEwAz 
gK#v=onepage&q=traffic%20speeds%20wave%20effect&f =false 
http://books.google.com/books?id=8O4Th52zjssC&pg=PA240&lpg=PA240&dq=traffic+speeds+
wa ve+effect&source=bl&ots=O0iklzuSVX&sig=5vEgxWf14gvPthlu4cfxoQNpozg&hl=en&ei=_L-
8TI
PzMI_QsAOmv40_&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=3&ved=0CBkQ6AEwAjgK#v=on 
epage&q&f=false http://books.google.com/books?id=qh1W-
1nwUsEC&pg=PR34&lpg=PR34&dq=traffic+speeds+wa ve+effect&source=bl&ots=ccDu_KJ-
ja&sig=X96NKNf81-GfYkxriDeVRBTEySo&hl=en&ei=1b-8 
TNr1EImusAPwlbW1Dw&sa=X&oi=book_result&ct=result&resnum=10&ved=0CDYQ6AEwCQ# 
v=onepage&q=traffic%20speeds%20wave%20effect&f=false http://trafficwaves.org/jamail.html 
http://iopscience.iop.org/0253-
6102/53/5/36;jsessionid=1FD1C54772A92876E9FF51477A229F88.c

http://amasci.com/amateur/traffic/trafexp.html

Mark Vallianatos discusses the impact of goods movement in this piece from Streetsblog. "The 
logistics and freight industries are also among the most powerful advocates for new and 
expanded highways in and beyond Southern California. The infrastructure used to move goods -
- mega warehouses, distribution centers and rail yards -- and the road configurations to direct 
trucks between these transshipment points, are about as far as one can get from a human-
scaled street. THE (Trade, Health, Environment) Impact project organized the conference to link 
impacted communities from throughout the region and to network with representatives from 15 
states and 5 countries. We knew that since corporations and governments were promoting 
policies and investments to massively expand trade and goods movement, we needed to 
connect to partners at each link in the global freight system chain. Otherwise, we risked winning 
some battles to clean up the industry locally, only to have trade shift routes and poison 
communities across the county or around the world who were less aware of the harms involved 
in moving products."  

Full Story: Too Big to Miss: Confronting the Costs of Freight Transport at the Moving Forward 
Together Conference Have all the above references been studied?  

Have the increases in speeds with the corresponding decreases in fuel efficiency and increases 
in air pollution been studied?  

Federal grants worth $33 million have been approved in the San Francisco Bay Area for 
experimental programs like electric taxis and mobile bike repair services to augment existing 
public transportation. Have any such grants been applied for?  

Oct 29, 2010
Electric vehicles and bicycle programs are to receive the most of this money, approved for the 
experimental programs by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission. "Electric taxis will be 
deployed on the streets of San Francisco and San Jose, Bay Area government agencies will 
develop electric vehicle fleets and City CarShare will add electric cars to its stock of vehicles in 

12
cont.
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13 Regarding the relationship between vehicle speeds and emissions 
(air pollution) generation, and as explained in Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants,” emissions are a function of two variables: volumes 
and emission factors.  Traffic volumes are expected to increase 
over time with or without the project, due to population growth.  
Emission factors are related to vehicle speeds, and typically as 
speeds increase, most criteria pollutant emissions will decrease.  
Therefore, because the project would result in improvements to 
the roadway network that would result in less congestion, vehicle 
speeds would increase and emissions would be reduced.  Please 
see the response to your Comment 10 with regard to CO emissions 

With respect to the “impact of goods movement,” it is important 
to note that the I-5 NCC Project is based on the best available 
information related to enhancing the movement of goods and 
people through the corridor.  In combination with the 2050 RTP, 
the proposed project is intended to respond to the changing 
transportation demands within the corridor and provide integrated 
transportation options.  In addition to maintaining through-traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.
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San Francisco and the East Bay. Money will also be set aside for a nine-county strategy to be 
determined by the Bay Area's regional transportation, planning and air quality agencies to 
support electric vehicles, perhaps through development of a network of charging stations."  

Have these grants been pursued?  

Have CALTRANS and SANDAG studied in depth a high volume high efficiency transportation 
system between Los Angeles and San Ysidro?  

Have studies been done on building a high speed light rail passenger system in the freeway  
corridors?  

Have studies been done on establishing a freight only rail system on the existing rail corridor?  

Has a budget item to pay for the increased health care costs been included in this project? Has 
the amount of pollution from the years of construction been included in the EIR?  

Has the increase in pollution in Fairbanks Ranch, Rancho Santa Fe, Solana Beach, Del Mar 
and Carmel Valley since the 805/5 expansion been documented in this EIR?  

Has the degradation of air quality in Carlsbad, Oceanside, Encinitas, San Marcos, Fairbanks 
Ranch, Rancho Santa Fe, Solana Beach, Del Mar, Carmel Valley and Vista that will occur when 
this project begins been studied and included in the EIR?  

Air quality
Is the following data in the EIR?  
1-Total southbound traffic volume at Los Flores  
2-Total northbound traffic volume at Mission  
3-Hourly average speeds and volumes at both points  
4-Traffic components: Cars, RV’s, Mid size trucks, Semi trailers  
5-Estimated volume after the expansion  
6-Volume of traffic that is passing through from north of Oceanside to Mexico, and the volume 
from Mexico to north of Oceanside.  
7-The volume of Mexican trucks.  
8-The added emissions from vehicles burning Mexican fuel.  
9-Estimated hours of all construction equipment operation # hours per machine per day X # of 
machines X # of days of construction.  
10-Average hourly emissions from one bulldozer, one earthmover, one shovel, one backhoe, 
one dump truck etc.  
11-Average emissions at speeds from 10mph in 10 mph increments to 80 mph for the following 
types of vehicles: compact, mid size, large, light truck, heavy truck, semi trailer. Amount of tire 
tread (fine particles of tire compound) lost per mile for the following types of vehicles: compact, 
mid size, large, light truck, heavy truck, semi trailer.  
12-Brake dust (asbestos is in ‘organic’ brake pads) from vehicles if quantifiable on a freeway.  
13-Average amount of fluids lost per mile for the following types of vehicles: compact, mid size, 
large, light truck, heavy truck, semi trailer.  
14-Storm run off data for I-5  
15-Estimated increased of days of beach closures from freeway expansion.  
16-Estimated effect on water quality in the rivers and lagoons in north county.  
17-Estimated loss of habitat from increase pollution  

14
cont.

15

17
16

20

18

19

being lowest at approximately 30 to 65 mph.  Another common 
air pollutant, oxides of nitrogen (NOX), shows a similar pattern, 
with the increased speeds associated with implementation of the 
project build alternatives therefore likely to result in decreased CO 
and NOX emissions.

13
cont.

14 Experimental programs and associated grants are being pursued in 
the San Diego region; e.g., “Car to Go” in metropolitan San Diego, 
but, such programs are beyond the purview of Caltrans.  Electric 
cars are becoming more mainstream options from car makers, 
but again, the type of vehicle chosen by I-5 users is not within 
Caltrans’ control.  As indicated in the comment, such programs are 
carried out by regional planning and air quality agencies.

The San Diego regional planning agency, SANDAG, has undertaken 
a comprehensive regional planning process to plan regional growth 
patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system that 
would best address the anticipated growth.  Key products of this 
planning process include the RTP and SCS.  The 2050 RTP is 
the adopted long-range transportation planning document for the 
San Diego region that functions as the blueprint for the regional 
transportation system for the next 40 years.  The focus of the 
2050 RTP is to provide more modal choices for the movement 
of people and goods.  These improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 and all 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; 
improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please note, however, 
that the I-5 NCC Project does incorporate pedestrian and bicycle 
trails into project improvements (as applicable) as proposed 
community and regional enhancements.  This would contribute to 
increased non-motorized travel options on a local level, as well as 
providing connections needed to support the I-5 North Coast Bike 
Trail, which ultimately will provide a bicycle option to the entire 
length of the 27-mile-long I-5 NCC Project.
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15 With respect to high speed rail, the northern-most San Diego 
County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by downtown 
San Diego.  Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 
regarding high speed rail and why it would not be expected to 
improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the North Coast 
Corridor based on both service location and timing.

Regarding establishing a freight-only rail system on the existing 
rail corridor, please refer to Topical Response “Rail Preference” 
for information regarding the planned upgrades to the LOSSAN 
rail corridor.  Given the relatively small percentage of freight trucks 
on I-5 and proposed improvements to the LOSSAN rail line, the 
potential traffic benefits of constructing new rail lines within the 
existing rail corridor to accommodate a freight-only system are 
unlikely to outweigh the costs.  This is because of the small 
percentage of total traffic, an even smaller percentage of goods 
movers who would be able to work with the (necessarily restricted) 
number and location of rail freight yards, and trucks would still be 
required to transport goods from those yards to local destinations.  
Please also refer to the RTP, as described in Topical Response 
“Multimodal System,” regarding planning for rail upgrades in the 
region.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, and in the 
response to your Comment 06, health effects associated with 
traffic congestion would be improved over existing conditions.  
Thus, the proposed project would not be anticipated to result in 
increased health care costs relative to increased project-related 
pollution.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on air quality issues and related potential 
health effects.

Regarding your concerns on air pollution during the project’s 
construction, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.
Specifically, this analysis notes that the principal criteria pollutants 
emitted during construction would be particulate matter (PM, 
including PM10 and PM2.5), with secondary pollutants from 
construction-related vehicle and equipment emissions including 
NOX, reactive organic gases (ROG) and volatile organic compounds 

17
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17
cont.

(VOCs, which contribute to the formation of ozone, a regional 
nonattainment pollutant).  Accordingly, minimization measures 
are identified in Section 3.14.4 to address these concerns, in 
conformance with Caltrans Standard Specifications, which also 
require conformance with SDAPCD regulations.

19

With respect to the documentation of potential increases in 
air quality related pollution from the “805/5 expansion” in the 
EIR/EIS, please refer to the related information in the response to 
your Comment 06 above.

Regarding the discussion in the EIR/EIS of “[t]he degradation of 
air quality…that will occur when this project begins…” please refer 
to the responses to your Comments 03, 06, 13, and 17.

The detailed traffic analysis can be found in  the I-5 NCC 
Project Traffic Technical Reports Numbers 1 through 7.  These 
Technical Reports were prepared in support of the EIR/EIS, 
and are incorporated by reference.  The traffic analysis did not 
include a differentiation between cars, RV’s, mid-size trucks, and 
semi-trailers.  Instead, total vehicular traffic was counted for the 
purposes of these studies.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding traffic 
passing through between Oceanside and Mexico.

With respect to the potential number of trucks in the project corridor 
originating in Mexico and related emissions, please refer to the 
related discussion in the response to your Comment 03.

Regarding operation schedules and associated emission factors 
for typical construction vehicle and equipment types that would 
be used for the proposed project, this information is provided in 
Chapter 5.2 and Appendix B of the project’s Air Quality Analysis 
(with the results of this study summarized in Section 3.14 of the 
EIR/EIS).  Please refer to the response to your Comment 06 for 
the location of the project Air Quality Analysis.

With respect to average emissions for different vehicle types and 
speeds, this information is included in the modeling used for the 
project Air Quality Analysis.  Please also refer to the response to 
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19 your Comment 06 for the location of the Air Quality Analysis, and 
to the response to your Comment 13 for more detailed information 
on the relationship between vehicle speeds and emissions.

Regarding the consideration of PM from vehicle tire wear and “brake 
dust,” while the quantification of these potential pollutants is not 
available, particulate generation from sources such as vehicle tire 
and brake wear is included in the assessment of PM10 generation. 

With respect to water quality concerns from vehicle pollutants, 
while the requested information on average fluid losses for different 
vehicle types is not available, Section 3.10 of the EIR/EIS includes 
a detailed assessment of potential project-related water quality 
pollutants, related effects to storm water runoff, and associated 
measures to address these potential impacts.  Please refer to the 
response to your Comment 05 for additional information.  Based 
on that discussion and the evaluation in Section 3.10, the proposed 
project would comply with all applicable water quality-related 
regulatory standards.  As indicated, the proposed project would 
capture and treat in all of new roadway installed with the proposed 
project as well as some existing roadway.  As a result, runoff is not 
anticipated to result in increases to water quality degradation in 
lagoons and related waterways, beach closures or habitat losses.

Pollutants may also be airborne.  The deposition of compounds 
related to the combustion of motor fuels is based upon the fuel 
formulation, as well as the efficiency of the vehicle burning the 
motor fuels.  The California Air Resource Board has exclusive 
regulatory control over motor fuel formulations, including seasonal 
blends, and is a co-regulator of fuel efficiency standards.  As 
such, because Caltrans cannot limit the individual vehicles that 
use its facilities, controls of compounds that may ultimately be 
deposited onto waterways or habitat crossed by I-5 is a function 
of fleet composition and fuel formulation, neither of which Caltrans 
has the legal authority to address.  Please note, however, that 
it is anticipated that deposition of compounds related to fuel 
combustion will decrease in the region, even assuming an overall 
increase of vehicle miles traveled, because of more stringent fuel 
formulation regulations and increased fleet efficiency regulations, 
as well as continual monitoring and enforcement through the 
“Smog Check” program.
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2118-The loss of value of residential property in neighborhoods next to previous freeway 
expansions such as I-15 and I-805  
19-Loss of City and County revenues from lower property values.  
20-Commercial revenue losses  
21-Loss of tourist revenue from beach closures  
22-Loss of revenue from local beach goers.  
23-Increased Medical costs to local residents, medicare and medical  
24-Estimated increase in respiratory illnesses  
25-Estimated increase in water borne illnesses  
26-Estimated increase in psychological illnesses  

Have all the Items in the preceding sections been studied? have these questions been 
answered? Are these answers in the EIR? If not why not?  

Paul

21

22

23

22

23

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 06 and 16 with 
regard to health care (i.e., medical) costs.

With respect to potential project-related effects to respiratory 
and “water borne” illnesses, based on the analyses in EIR/EIS 
Sections 3.14 and 3.10, the project’s implementation would not 
be expected to result in increases to either category of illnesses.  
Please refer to the responses to your Comments 03, 05, 06, 13, 
17, and 18 for additional information.

It is not expected that improvements to I-5 would result in 
adverse psychological impacts on motorists traveling through 
the corridor.  Thus, no corresponding increase in psychological 
illnesses is anticipated.  Moreover, emotional and psychological 
states of drivers are not topics addressed under the California 
Environmental Quality Act or National Environmental Policy Act.  
These issues are, therefore, not analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 01 through 22, 
above.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 08 regarding
economic impacts to surrounding communities.
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878
Sharon Newbery  
09/23/2010 05:26 PM  
Subject: I-5 NCC 

We residents Located on Vista Way in South Oceanside find no significant changes at SR78 
and Interstate 5. We citizens of this area are in in infant stages of requesting the East, West, 
SR78 and South Interstate 5 be cul du saced off at Vista Way in South Oceanside.  

We feel since there are no changes to this intersection in the near future, the only alternative is 
the cul du sac. This would eliminate through traffic from and to the freeways mentioned, (which 
we disperately want) thus creating and constant flow of traffic at this juction of SR78 and 
Interstate 5 in all directions and no need for a traffic light.  

Should this area be cul du saced in this area. Would it be possible to figure out how to add an 
exit at Cassidy street traveling north on interstate 5 or California Street traveling north on 
interstate 5 in the Oceanside area? Doing this would help solve our major problems we have to 
endure on a daily basis on Vista Way west of Interstate 5 in South Oceanside.  

Sharon Newbery  
1212 Vista Way  
Oceanside, CA 92054  
760-390-5571

01

Response to Sharon Newbery

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to the I-5 / State Route (SR-) 78 Interchange, the 
project proposes improvements and/or modifications to this 
interchange, including modified connector ramps and a new 
separation structure.  Refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57, in 
this Final EIR/EIS.

There are plans to further improve the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange as 
part of a separate project, but the specific design of the SR-78 
ultimate connection with I-5 has not been completed.  Caltrans’ 
goal is to improve traffic flow through this area, rather than restrict 
it by creating a cul-de-sac.

The construction of new northbound off-ramps to Cassidy Street 
or California Street is not proposed as part of the I-5 NCC Project.
Interchange movements are most efficiently completed closest to 
where major corridors intersect.  In this case that would be at the 
SR-78 and I-5 Interchange.
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727
Michael Newhouse 
08/22/2010 01:44 PM  
Subject: Comment on San Diego Region I 5 Project 

Having digested a good portion of the EIR, I find it's conclusions based on obsolete science and 
not supported by the facts.  

Health concerns: Most of the data presented are out of date and incomplete. The proven 
increase in cardiopulmonary diseases are inadequately addressed.  Recent data on the effects 
of micro particulate matter are absent and will prove unmanageable. Recent stricter limits on 
nitrogen dioxide near roads and the requirement for monitoring equipment issued by the EPA 
are not mentioned.  

Water pollution:  The effect of additional runoff on the lagoon parks is inadequately studied and 
documented.  Conclusions are cursory.  

Noise: Modern studies on the health effects of noise pollution, already a significant problem on 
the corridor, are ignored.  

Aesthetics:  The effect of mass and reduced views are inadequately addressed.  

Sponsorship:  The EIR does not detail the originators and backers of the expansion and 
therefore deprives the citizens of an important understanding of the role of commercial interests 
in instigating and pushing the concept.  

Alternatives:  Spending the billions this project will cost on truly comprehensive mass transit (as 
opposed to the current inadequate, incomplete and unusable for most) system would represent 
the most mitigable alternative and should therefore be adopted.  
Although not the purview of EIR, the logic behind this project is patently faulty.  Imposing an 
early 20th century solution on a 21st century issue is completely misguided.  Expansion of road 
access CAUSES increased congestion as it promises the illusion of easy transport. The illusion 
rapidly vaporizes as vehicular volume induced by that illusion quickly brings about gridlock and 
the reinvention of a more grandiose plan, e.g. a 32 lane freeway.  The 4 lane I-5 was created in 
the late 60's to ease Highway 101 congestion. And it did, for a while.  Then, lanes were added.  
And it worked for a while.  Then carpool lanes were added.  And they worked poorly.  The logic 
is patently false.  

Michael A. Newhouse, M.D.  

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, based on screening 
using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) particulate 
matter (PM) guidance, the proposed project is not a Project of 
Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and the 
percentage of traffic when comparing the build alternatives against 
a no project condition.  The proposed project would improve traffic 
operations by smoothing traffic flow and would contribute to lower 
PM emissions when compared to the No Build alternative.  The 
proposed project would therefore comply with federal PM10 and 
PM2.5 standards and would be unlikely to increase the frequency 
or severity of any existing nonattainment of those standards.  This 
conclusion would also apply to micro-particulates.

With respect to the “recent stricter limits on nitrogen dioxide near 
roads” and associated monitoring referenced in this comment, the 
USEPA issued new minimum requirements for  nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2) and related monitoring on February 9, 2010 (75 FR 6474).  
These requirements include a new one-hour standard National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for NO2 of 100 parts
per billion (ppb), while retaining the existing annual standard of 
53 ppb.  The new one-hour standard was based on observations 
by USEPA that roadway-associated exposures account for a 
majority of ambient exposures to peak NO2 concentrations.  
Associated monitoring is required to be implemented and 
operational by January 1, 2013.  After three years of monitoring 
are completed, the USEPA will evaluate the associated data and 
redesignate individual areas as appropriate for NAAQS attainment 
or nonattainment status.  Additional information on the revised 
federal NO2 standard and related monitoring requirements can be 
found at the following sites: 

http://www.epa.gov/ttn/.

h t t p : / / w w w . e p a . g o v / a i r / n i t r o g e n o x i d e s / p d f s /
NO2MonitoringSiteMaps.pdf.

Responses to Michael Newhouse
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02 Regarding potential water pollution (water quality) and related 
effects to coastal “lagoon parks,” Section 3.10, Water Quality 
and Storm Water Runoff, of the EIR/EIS identifies and evaluates 
potential water quality impacts associated with the implementation 
of the identified build alternatives and the No Build alternative.  
Specifically, this includes direct impacts associated with short-
term (construction) activities such as erosion within disturbed 
soil areas (DSA) and accidental discharge of construction-related 
contaminants (e.g., fuels and lubricants), as well as long-term 
(operational) impacts such as the generation of vehicle-related 
contaminants (e.g., particulates and metals from brake pad wear, 
and exhaust-generated contaminants such as nitrite).  This analysis 
provides quantified assessments of potential impacts related to 
existing and proposed impervious (paved) surfaces as well as 
the identification of associated potential pollutant generation and 
related effects.  The analysis also addresses associated indirect 
impacts such as downstream sediment/contaminant transport 
(i.e., sedimentation) and the potential discharge of contaminants 
related to long-term facility operation and maintenance activities 
such as landscaping (e.g., green waste and pesticides/herbicides).  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, 
and guidelines (as referenced in the EIR/EIS text), including the 
Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs 
would be evaluated and implemented to address impacts during 
the planning and design, construction, and operational phases.  
Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.
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02
cont.

It should also be noted that, since the circulation of the Draft EIR/
EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six coastal 
lagoons and/or related waterways.  These studies were completed 
with oversight by resource agencies with responsibility for the 
lagoons and their associated habitats and sensitive species; 
including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, the California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(previously the California Department of Fish and Game), and 
the California Coastal Commission.  Results were provided in the 
August 2012 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and are incorporated 
into this Final EIR/EIS. 

04

With respect to project-generated noise and related potential 
health effects, these issues are discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise.  As described therein, although project-related noise 
increases would vary by location, the majority of such increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners, per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through
67, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities 
has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise and associated 
potential effects to noise receptors.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

With regard to the adequacy of the performed visual study, the 
process used in the study is consistent with the guidelines outlined 
in the FHWA’s publication “Visual Impact Assessment for Highway 
Projects.”  Additionally, several methods of public outreach were 
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cont.

used to collect data and validate the results of the assessment.  
For more information on how this study was performed, please 
refer to the Visual Impact Assessment, available on www.
keepsandiegomoving.com.

Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  There would 
be some loss of views to scenic resources and there would be 
modifications to current views of the highway right-of-way.  In many 
instances, however, project soundwalls or retaining walls would be 
located only on one side of I-5.  In addition, this is a linear facility, 
and views shift as the viewer moves along the highway.  Views 
along the project corridor would continue to be a mix of open 
vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that 
are blocked by development or changed due to implementation 
of project landscaping.  Overall, these views would be similar to 
the existing view conditions. Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS identifies 
a number of measures to address associated potential visual 
concerns.  Specifically, as depicted on Figures 3-7.113 through 
3-7.119, and 3-7.122, this may include such efforts as the use of 
landscaping, articulated facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall 
combinations), and/or transparent materials to retain desirable 
views.  Additionally, this section of the EIR/EIS contains several 
figures that depict roadway level visual impacts of the project, 
including differences between current and proposed views (refer 
to Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement relative to 
viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial nature of 
project effects anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor. 

The project was developed by regional and state transportation 
planning agencies.  No private entities were “originators” or 
“backers” of this project.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Multimodal System” regarding the regional transportation 
planning process.
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Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-based 
alternatives.  Please note that the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to 
require improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit 
options, as well as Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
regarding the use of project funds on other forms of transportation.  

The project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion 
along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial 
number of additional trips.  The proposed project improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system, allowing the region to work 
toward complex solutions, such as changes in land use patterns 
and extensive mass transit systems, which take extended time to 
implement.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a 
quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic 
congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential for the 
project to result in increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent 
demand, has been included in project analysis and is addressed in 
the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the HOV/Managed Lanes proposed, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road as a result of project 

06
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improvements is anticipated to be relatively small. Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and 
latent traffic.  Topical Response “Project Lifespan” explains why 
transportation improvements are an ongoing process.
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996
Travis Newhouse 
11/09/2010 10:59 AM 
Subject: Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project  

I am writing to oppose expansion of the Interstate 5 in Northern San Diego County.  I strongly 
favor a "no build" option for the Interstate5 North Coast Corridor Project.  I feel the region is 
better served by spending money to build infrastructure that provides alternatives to automobile 
travel.  I believe alternatives to automobile travel have the least environment impact, and will 
provide the best economic development to the area over the long term.  

Thank you,
Travis Newhouse  
San Diego, CA 92121

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
issues associated with use of highway monies for alternative 
transportation modes.  The San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) plans for the region to trend toward 
more transportation options, with development concentrated 
around transit stations.  The changes that are contemplated in 
land use planning and alternate transportation modes, however, 
will take many years to implement.  Employing a planning 
horizon through 2050 allows the region to work towards complex 
solutions that take an extended amount of time to implement.  
Based on current planning and modeling projections, roadway 
improvements are a necessary element of the transportation 
network in this time frame.  Nonetheless, the proposed project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal planning process 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference”, and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding mass transit options. 

Response to Travis Newhouse
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836
Michelle Nguyen  
10/06/2010 09:53 AM  
Subject: Sound Levels and Noise Wall / between Encinitas Blvd & Leucadia Blvd 

The sound wall proposed at Poinsettia Park greenbelt (S692) on the east side of the freeway is 
inadequate to mitigate freeway noise.  We have been unable to enjoy our park with our children 
and grandchildren over the past ten to fifteen years due to the growing and excessive freeway 
noise levels.   

My observation of the proposed wall at the public hearings indicates that the wall will not be 
continuous at our property borders, thus will enable the sound to funnel around the wall into our 
park.  It also will be of insufficient height to block the noise from the freeway.  

We ask that a 15'-18' wall be erected adjacent to the east side of the freeway where the freeway 
is almost level to our property and where it funnels into our park at low levels and culvert areas.  
We ask that an actual sound/decibel study be done at our greenbelt area as it is my 
understanding that actual noise receptors were never placed on our property (HOA Board was 
not solicited for permission to place any receptors) and that the sound levels on your documents 
were derived from a decibel 'modeling' projection.  We ask that the wall be graffiti resistant and 
that mature 12'' trees be planted on the east side of the wall.  

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record, regarding project-related noise and soundwall concerns 
in the area east of I-5 and south of Leucadia Boulevard in the 
City of Encinitas.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners, per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S692 in the subject area 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 through 37).  This 
soundwall would provide noise abatement for 10 single-family 
homes and an associated park represented by noise receptors 
R11.31 through R11.36, and has been preliminarily recommended 
for construction (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).
As noted in Table 3.15.23, S692 would be 12 to 14 feet tall and 
would result in noise level reductions ranging from 5 to 9 dBA, 
compared to project implementation with no soundwall, for the 
three noise receptors identified as R11.31, R11.31A, and R11.32 
in the vicinity of the Poinsettia Park open space.  Based on the 
described conditions, S692 would comply with all applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines for noise abatement.  Accordingly, 
with project implementation and the proposed soundwall, future 
noise is anticipated to increase by only one dBA at R11.31, and 
to decrease by one dBA and three dBA at R11.31A and R11.32, 
respectively, compared to existing noise levels.  It should also be 
noted that, at each of the three noted noise receptor locations, 
noise levels under No Build conditions would increase by three 
dBA compared to existing noise levels.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

Responses to Michelle Nguyen
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02 Regarding the location of recommended Soundwall S692, as 
depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 through 37,
and described in the Noise Study Report (NSR) prepared for 
the project (refer to Sheet 32 of the NSR), this soundwall would 
extend continuously for approximately 1780 feet between Stations 
690+10 and 695+45.  It should also be noted that, based on the 
nature of noise energy, noise would not “funnel around the wall” 
as stated in this comment.  Specifically, noise from roadway traffic 
is not one-dimensional but rather emanates out from the source 
in all directions.  Accordingly, while areas at the end of or between 
soundwalls would have less attenuation than areas directly 
shielded by these structures, the noted properties of noise energy 
do not result in it being “funneled” around or into such locations.

With respect to potential height ranges for Soundwall S692, please 
refer to the response to your Comment 01 above.  Regarding 
noise measurements in the subject area, and as shown on EIR/
EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36, and Table 3.15.23, two of the project 
noise measurement sites (R11.31 and R11.31A) are located within 
or adjacent to Poinsettia Park.  As described in Section 3.15
and the NSR, these sites experienced existing measured (not 
modeled) noise levels of 69 and 67 dBA, respectively, with existing 
and modeled noise levels provided in Table 3.15.23.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for 
more information regarding efforts to minimize local visual effects 
of the proposed improvement.  As described in Section 3.7, of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, because the project has not yet been approved, 
specific landscape plans have not been developed.  Project 
landscaping plans would be developed during the design process 
and would reflect input from sources including Caltrans design 
standards and comments received.
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799
Nifty Design 
11/01/2010 08:45 AM 
Subject:  Draft EIR

Why are there plans to widen Del Mar Heights Road to 6 lanes west of the freeway? This will 
split the neighborhood and shows a total disregard for sensible neighborhood planning. There is 
no justifiable reason to increase traffic along this corridor as there are no traffic jams here at the 
moment.

Also, why is there a proposed footbridge across the freeway north of the current Del Mar 
Heights Road bridge? There is absolutely no rational reason for its placement away from the 
natural flow of foot traffic, and it ends in an elementary school parking lot, creating a potentially 
unsafe situation. Plus, kids from that school do not live on the other side of where the footbridge 
would begin. Scrap it now.  

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Regarding Del Mar Heights Road, the I-5 NCC Project does not 
propose to widen any segment of Del Mar Heights Road.  Refer 
to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 14 through 16, in the Final EIR/EIS for 
proposed improvements near Del Mar Heights Road.

In regard to the proposed pedestrian “footbridge” north of Del Mar 
Heights Road, this was identified through extensive coordination 
with the City as a potential community enhancement project to 
provide an east-west pedestrian connection between the residential 
neighborhoods that are separated by the freeway.  This potential 
community enhancement project is described in EIR/EIS Section 
2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community Enhancements 
Projects, and if constructed, would include such design features as 
aesthetic improvements, lighting, and safety fencing to provide a 
safe and visually pleasing pedestrian route.  Currently, the identified 
enhancement projects in the vicinity of Del Mar Heights include 
the following: (1) Carmel Valley Bike/Pedestrian trail connection; 
(2) Sorrento Valley Road Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail 
Connections from Carmel Valley Road to Carmel Mountain Road; 
(3) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail and Bridge on west side of 
I-5 at San Dieguito Lagoon; (4) Pedestrian Overpass Connection 
north of Del Mar Heights Road; (5);  Enhanced Park and Ride at 
Carmel Valley Road; and (6) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the 
City of San Diego, intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative 
along the entire I-5 project corridor.  

Responses to Nifty Design
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718
Michael Nixon 
08/17/2010 01:09 PM  
Subject: Question: I-5 Corridor

The I-5 EXPANSION TOWN HALL MEETING THURSDAY AUGUST 19, 
SOLANAPRESBYTERIAN-DEBIN HALL explained the current plan barrier wall along the 
eastern side of northbound I-5 in Encinitas , between Encinitas Blvd. and Leucadia Blvd 
includes gaps near the Saxony condominium community. THIS ISWHOLLY 
UNSATISFACTORY. 70 Db to 77 Db and Your plan is to build a wall around our DOG PARK 
and NOT to help the residents along this route? PLEASE CONTINUETHE SOUND WALL ALL 
THE WAY BETWEEN SAXONY AND LEUCADIA BLVD  

08/13/2010 12:06 PM   
Subject: I-5 expansion and barrier wall in Encinitas, CA  

Mr. Evans,
After attending the I-5 EXPANSION TOWN HALL MEETING THURSDAY AUGUST 19 at 7:00 
PM, SOLANA PRESBYTERIAN-DEBIN HALL I noted the currently planned barrier wall along 
the eastern side of northbound I-5 in Encinitas , between Encinitas Blvd. and Leucadia Blvd., 
includes gaps near the Saxony condominium community.  THIS IS WHOLLY 
UNSATISFACTORY.  The decibel level is expected to rise from 70 Db to 77 Db along this route 
and your plan is to build a wall around our DOG PARK and NOT to help the residents along this 
route?  THIS CANT BE TRUE??  
Let me assure you that the "park" is merely a bit of land where people take their dogs to poop, 
and not used for any other purpose.  ALL the residents are concerned that gaps in the sound 
wall will funnel very loud freeway noise to our homes.  We had a HOA Board Meeting and there 
is outrage from the entire community.  This would result in noise pollution that would spoil our 
community, as well as reduction of our property values and consequent reduction in property 
taxes we pay.
For the sake of our quality of life and to preserve the values of our homes, I implore you to work 
to have the map redrawn so that all of the eastern side of the northbound I-5, from Encinitas 
Blvd. to Leucadia Blvd. has a solid sound wall.  
Thank you for considering my request.  
LCDR Michael Nixon 438 Carmel Creeper Place Encinitas, CA 92024  

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of Encinitas Boulevard.  
They are part of the public record.  As described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and future 
noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) 
or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section
3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations, including S686A in the 
area of the noted “dog park.”  This soundwall is recommended for 
construction; refer to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 and 36,
and Table 3.15.24.  A number of additional soundwalls were also 
identified in the subject area, including S680, S686B, S686C, S688, 
and S692.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, all but one of these 
soundwalls are preliminarily recommended for construction (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 37 and 38, and Table 3.15.24).

Soundwall S680 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the 
estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance 
(Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction 
cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated 
construction cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to 
the “reasonable” allowance, construction of S680 would not be 
recommended.

The reference in this comment to an increase of “70 dB to 77 
dB” is assumed to reflect the seven dBA increase identified for 
noise receptor R11.27 (402 Carmel Creeper Place) in EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.23.  As shown therein, however, the project-related noise 
level at R11.27 would be reduced to 71 dBA, or one dBA above 
the existing level, with construction of S686A as recommended. 

Responses to Michael Nixon
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Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Accordingly, based on the noise 
analysis outlined above for the subject area, proposed noise 
abatement would conform to applicable regulatory requirements.

Regarding your request to install a soundwall extending 
continuously between the Saxony at Encinitas Ranch development 
and Leucadia Boulevard on the east side of I-5, as indicated 
above such a facility would not be supported by the noise analysis 
provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15 and the related NSR prepared for 
the project, although several individual soundwalls are proposed 
in the noted area as previously described.

01
cont.

Regarding potential noise concerns, please refer to the response 
to your Comment 01 above.  With respect to your request to install 
a soundwall extending continuously between the Encinitas and 
Leucadia boulevards on the east side of I-5, such a facility would 
not be supported by the noise analyses for similar reasons as 
noted in the response to your Comment 01.

In addition, please note that noise from roadway traffic is not 
one-dimensional but rather emanates out from the source in all 
directions.  Noise levels would not be intensified, or “funneled” 
by gaps between soundwalls. The locations without soundwalls 
would simply not receive the reduction in noise where soundwalls 
would be constructed.

As detailed on Table 3.15.23, noise increases associated with 
the build alternatives (without soundwalls) relative to the No 
Build alternative on the northbound side of I-5 between Encinitas 
Boulevard and Leucadia Boulevard would generally be less 
than three dBA.  Changes of three dBA or less generally are not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Where soundwalls 
would be constructed, the change in noise levels would be even 
less.  As a result, the projected change in noise levels relative 
to the No Build alternative would not be anticipated to adversely 
affect property values.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting residential 
property value.  Because local property values are not anticipated 
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to be substantially affected, project implementation would also not 
be expected to result in substantial adverse effects to associated 
property tax revenues.  As specifically stated in the project 2007 
Final Community Impact Assessment, no permanent adverse tax 
revenue impacts would be associated with proposed alternatives 
in Encinitas.

Regarding potential community impacts from the proposed 
project, please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community 
Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications 
on North County and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities and neighborhoods near the highway. 

02
cont.
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747
Nixon      
Monday, August 30, 2010 5:40 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

WHY is there NOT a SOUND WALL all the way between Encinitas BLVD and LUCADIA BLVD 
northbound in the plan?? YOU ARE going to drown us in deafing noise!!  03 Please refer to the response to your Comment 01.
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871
Nixon
Thursday, September 23, 2010 6:53 PM 
Subject: Re: I-5 North Coast Corridor Draft Environmental Document Public Comment 
Period Extended 

I STILL do not see a SOUND WALL ALL THE WAY from Encinitas Blvd to Luecadia Blvd 
NORTHBOUND.  THIS IS UNSAT.....the quality of life and property values ofthe home and 
condo alone Saxony BLvd will be effected DRAMATICALLY!!  Please fix this  

LCDR NIXON  

04 Please refer to the response to your Comment 01.
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02

999
Dianna Nunez 
11/09/2010 08:30 AM 
Subject: Proposed I-5 Expansion 

To Whom It May Concern:  

I have reviewed the proposed 27 mile I-5 expansion plans from Del Mar to Oceanside, that were 
presented on the web site Keep San Diego Moving.  

As a citizen of Encinitas, I OPPOSE these plans for the following primary reason.  
Expansion is an antiquated approach all ready proven to be ineffective.

As well, the plan demonstrates a:  
• Lack of incorporation of a robust mass transit plan  
• Lack of peripheral urban planning  
• Lack of sensitivity of local residents that reside near this proposed expansion  
• Increased visual, noise and air pollution  
• Lack of evaluation of the what the true number of commuters are in the future due to work 
culture evolution and technological advances.  
• Cost

Although I do not have the perfect solution for our transportation issues, I do believe in order to 
be responsible to future generations, it should include more mass transit and more effective 
urban planning. I know this is lofty in its goals, but throwing in the towel and executing an 
approximately 3-4 billion dollar band-aid option, especially in difficult economic times, seems 
unconscionable.  

Can you please also address the following issues that were not addressed in the plan:  
• At the termination of the proposed freeway expansion in Oceanside, will a new bottle neck of 
traffic be created?  
• If the expansion proposed is completed, what would be the proposal for handling potential 
future increases in commuting…more expansion?  

Thank you very much for taking my comments into consideration.  

Best regards,
Dianna Nunez
399 Hillcrest Drive  
Encinitas, CA 92024  

01

02

04

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

The proposed I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050.  The 
project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  The 
proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities. These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  A number of community enhancement features are 
identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3, I-5 
North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects, of 
the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.

Responses to Dianna Nunez

Regarding mass transit, as noted above, the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvement in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding mass transit options. 
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cont.

As a transportation agency with responsibility for building and 
operating State highways, Caltrans is not a land use planning 
agency and does not have the responsibility for peripheral 
urban planning.  Caltrans has, however, coordinated with local 
jurisdictions crossed by I-5, including the City of Encinitas.  These 
efforts are detailed in Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
of the EIR/EIS regarding transportation planning outreach; as 
well as the I-5 North Coast Community Enhancement Plan 
Project Notebook. Chapter 3.4, Community Impacts, focuses on 
residential and business occupants adjacent to the project.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less 
than substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor. 

With respect to potential noise concerns, and as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related sound 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners, 
per applicable Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to  Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15.4).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis. 

Regarding air pollution, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14,
Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
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cont.

reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on potential project-related 
air quality issues.

It is correct that predictions for the region’s transportation needs 
depend upon a number of variables.  The models used to 
conduct transportation planning in the region have been tested 
and refined over a number of years.  With regard to one key 
variable, population, the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) Regional Growth Forecast has been accurate within 
+/- 0.4 percent of actual annual counts on average historically for 
population, housing, and employment.

Your comment on work culture evolution is believed to refer to the 
potential for telecommuting. Both the 2030 and 2050 SANDAG 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) estimate telecommuting 
(teleworking) to be used by only five percent of the workforce.  
The 2050 RTP states:

“In our region’s efforts to identify cost-effective strategies 
for reducing peak period congestion and the associated 
greenhouse gas emissions, telework rises to the top. 
However, telework is a solution that currently lacks a 
dedicated program.  To promote it, iCommute proposes 
to launch a regionwide telework program that includes 
incentives and technical assistance to support employers 
with developing telework policies and programs.  Support of 
the iCommute program by the citizenry would help improve 
telecommute percentages, with corresponding reductions in 
congestion.  Until the percentage of individuals participating 
is much higher than five percent, however, ongoing 
transportation upgrades will be needed.”

With regard to the cost of the project, upgrades to this segment of 
the National Strategic Highway Network are important.  In addition 
to maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, the project 
also would benefit the regional economy through reductions in 
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02
cont.

projected congestion and gridlock on this major shipping and 
general transportation route.  Federal, State, and local funding 
sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified.  Caltrans has 
been working throughout the development of the project to balance 
the benefits of various freeway improvements with the direct and 
indirect costs to find the most cost-effective way to achieve the 
projects goals.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS (in both 
footprint and cost).  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
As noted in the 2050 RTP, Appendix A, I-5 improvements from 
the I-5 / 805 Merge to Vandegrift Boulevard in Oceanside are 
included in the Revenue Constrained Plan.  Monies allocated total 
approximately $3.2 billion.

04

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 regarding mass 
transit and project funding.  With regard to urban planning, a 
comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to address regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS) and RTP.  The land 
use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher 
density, and walkable development located near transit.  Changes 
in land use patterns and smart growth can, however, take extended 
time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain 
or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system consistent with the RTP.  These 
improvements would allow the time necessary for the region to 
work toward complex solution, such as smart growth.

A new bottleneck will not be created by the project at the north 
terminus of the project. Tables 3.6.6 and 3.6.7 in the Final EIR/
EIS present general purpose lane levels of service (LOS) for 2030 
build and no build conditions.  At the northern segment of the project 
(SR-76 to Harbor Drive), the 2030 LOS for the Preferred Alternative 
in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours would be D/C northbound and C/D 
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southbound.  In comparison, the 2030 LOS at this segment for the 
No Build alternative in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours would be E/C 
(slightly worse) northbound and C/D southbound (the same).

Although the proposed project would not eliminate 
bottlenecks, the build alternatives evaluated in the 
EIR/EIS propose a uniform number of general purpose and 
HOV/Managed Lanes along the length of the project corridor, 
along with auxiliary lanes where necessary to smooth traffic 
flows.    Traffic studies show that Annual Average Daily Traffic 
(AADT) for the Oceanside area has steadily increased over the 
years, as summarized in Table 1.3.1 of the EIR/EIS.  Specifically, 
these data indicate that the 2030 ADT along I-5 in the Oceanside 
area is projected to increase by over 50 percent from existing 
ADT under the No Build alternative. This signifies that any existing 
bottlenecks, such as one identified for the southbound direction at 
Oceanside Boulevard during p.m. peak hours, would not improve 
under No Build alternative.  Traffic studies also indicate that 
the No Build alternative would result in an additional bottleneck 
along northbound Oceanside Boulevard during p.m. peak hours, 
with this situation summarized in Section 1.3.2, Traffic Demand,
of the EIR/EIS.  The build alternatives would therefore help to 
alleviate existing bottlenecks and reduce associated delays 
for any additional bottlenecks occurring under the No Build 
alternative.  It should also be noted that the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) is proposing to extend the I-5 NCC 
Project 8+4 freeway lane configuration from north of the City of 
Oceanside to Orange County (refer to Table A.1 and Figure A.2 of 
Appendix A in the 2050 SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan.

The Final 2050 regional Transportation Plan, including individual 
chapters, appendices, and technical appendices can be found at

http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?projectid=349&fuseaction=proj
ects.detail.

Regarding a future increase in commuting need, the improvements 
included within the I-5 NCC Project are designed to accommodate 
future transportation and continued regional growth.  Evaluations 
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will occur to review transportation needs in conjunction with a 
full range of design and system alternatives, including mass 
transit modes (heavy and light rail as well as bus) and highway 
upgrades.  Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” for 
additional information regarding the planning time frame for the 
proposed project.

04
cont.
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924
Clint O'Conner  
11/20/2010 11:51 AM 
Subject: Widening I-5 through north San Diego County  

I have concerns and questions about the proposed widening of I-5.  I am a homeowner in 
Cardiff by the Sea, about 1 1/2 blocks east of I-5.  

Can you please respond to the following questions and concerns:  

Would the proposed project impact my ocean view?  

Would the proposed project affect my access to the west side of the freeway - particularly when 
I am on foot or on bicycle?

What would the noise impact be on me (at 1 1/2 blocks west of the freeway)?  
What specific measures will be taken to compensate for loss of views and increased noise?  
What specific measures will be taken to compensate for increased pollution due to more traffic 
on the freeway?  

We have a problem with ground water just a few feet below the surface along my street.  The 
ground water causes damage to the street and to foundations of homes.  If a large wall is built 
just 1 1/2 blocks downhill from us, how will it affect the ground water?  Will the flow of the 
groundwater be blocked?  Will the damage to our street and our house foundations be 
accelerated?  

What alternatives are there to widening the freeway?  Have they been adequately considered?  
Can we improve the mass-transit services in our area?  It seems like we could get a lot of 
improvement to mass-transit for much less cost than widening the freeway.  Does the DEIR fully 
and objectively discuss alternatives to widening the freeway?  If so, please tell me the 
alternatives that are presented.  
This is a formal statement of my objection to the widening plan from a homeowner who would 
be affected by the widening.  

Clint O'Conner, homeowner 
760 Munevar Road  
Cardiff, CA  92007

01

02

03

04

05

06

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Based on a review of Google Earth, your address is 
located approximately 20 feet higher than I-5.  As discussed in 
the response to your Comment 03, Soundwall S658 has been 
preliminarily recommended and is likely to be about 12 feet 
high (refer to Table 3.15.19 of the EIR/EIS), which could have 
the potential to block some views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
such as the noted property, there is a potential for transparent 
barriers, so that views would not be obstructed.  Specific materials 
to be used would be determined during the final design process.

In regard to access from your property to the west side of the 
freeway, the project proposes to replace the existing MacKinnon 
Avenue overcrossing with a new overcrossing.  Access to the 
west side also would continue to be provided from Santa Fe Drive.  
Refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 30 through 32, in this Final EIR/EIS.

Regarding potential project-related noise concerns in the area of 
the subject property (760 Munevar Road), this issue is addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As described therein, while project-
related noise increases would vary by location, the majority of such 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the 

03
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Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section
3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S658 in the subject area (refer 
to EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 31 and 32).  The use of such 
noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-
generated noise. Soundwall S658 would be “feasible” under 
the noted FHWA and Caltrans guidelines, and although it was 
determined not to be “reasonable” as the estimated construction 
cost would exceed the “reasonable” allowance, it is preliminarily 
recommended for construction to provide noise abatement 
for a number of “severely impacted” noise receptors (refer to 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.19 and 3.15.20).  This soundwall would not 
be expected to provide a perceptible noise-abatement benefit 
at the subject property, however, because the property is about 
1100 feet east of S658 at its closest point (from review of Google 
Maps).  It should also be noted that the projected future noise 
levels (i.e., with the project and no soundwall) at the closest noise 
receptors associated with S658 (R9.18 through R9.22) range from 
71 to 76 dBA (refer to Table 3.15.19).  Based on the location of 
the subject property approximately 1200 feet east of the highest of 
these noise levels (i.e., R9.21, 553 Faith Avenue, based on review 
of Google Maps), and the attenuation of roadway noise of three 
dBA for every doubling of distance, projected future noise levels 
at the subject property are expected to be below the noted FHWA 
and Caltrans criterion.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise and 
soundwall analysis.  Regarding the potential for lost views from the 
noted property, please refer to the response to your Comment 01.  

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
potential project-related air quality issues.

Regarding potential project-related effects to local groundwater 
resources, the construction of Soundwall S658, as well as other 

05
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project structures and facilities, would not be expected to result in 
impacts to groundwater movements, flows, levels, or other factors 
at the subject property.  This conclusion is based on the location 
of S658 approximately 1100 feet to the west at its closest point 
(as previously noted), as well as the fact that soundwall structures 
typically encompass relatively minor grading/excavation and 
shallow foundations.

Many alternatives were considered to the proposed project prior 
to the build alternatives being chosen as the most viable options 
to meet the project’s purpose and need.  For more information 
regarding these previously considered alternatives, please refer to 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives.”  Regarding mass transit, 
please also note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies. Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options as well as Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
regarding the use of highway funds for alternative modes of 
transportation.  Separate project-specific environmental review is 
under way for other transportation improvements in the corridor by 
the applicable lead agencies.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.
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848
Ruth Ordas 
09/30/2010 04:24 PM  
Subject: Widening I-5 

Dear TransNet,
I am very concerned about the proposed widening of Interstate 5 from Oceanside to La Jolla. It 
seems like a bad idea from several viewpoints:  

1. Widening Interstate 5 would simply encourage more drivers to take to the road.  

2. Encourage drivers to take public transportation – through advertising and education, and by 
scheduling more public transportation during high commute times.  

3. Encourage drivers to get out of their cars and bicycle or walk.  

4. Encourage schools to provide bus service so parents won’t have to make all those trips to 
pick up and drop off the kids at school.  

5. Run an elevated train line down the middle of the Interstate 5, all the way to Downtown San 
Diego (or maybe farther), with stops and parking lots at every on/off ramp and bridge.  

6. Sure, some of these ideas would cost a lot of money, but they might save the planet and help 
us all relax a bit.  

Thanks for listening,  
Ruth Ordas

01

02

03

04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  With 
regard to the project potentially encouraging the use of I-5 by 
additional drivers, the project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The proposed use of High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Additionally, the potential for the project to result in 
increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, has been 
included in project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in
association with the proposed project, as a result of a combination 
of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, 
as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of 
additional vehicles on the road triggered by project improvements 
is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 

Responses to Ruth Ordas
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effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public 
transportation.

With regard to education, programs or mitigation considered in an 
EIR must be practicable for the Lead Agency to implement.  Caltrans 
is a State agency specifically formed for the purpose of addressing 
State highway system needs and has no authority to independently 
require or authorize activities related to education.  Comments 
regarding mass transit schedules would be better addressed to 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and North 
County Transit District, which are responsible for mass transit 
planning and operation.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional 
and Community Enhancement Projects, a number of community 
enhancements associated with the I-5 project are proposed, 
based on extensive local input occurring over several years.  
Consistent with your comment regarding encouraging bicycling 
and pedestrian activity, enhancements are intended to improve 
the efficiency and safety of pedestrian and bicycle routes.  These 
proposed improvements include the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail, 
intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 
project corridor; several enhancements to pedestrian and bicycle 
access throughout the project area; the connection of pedestrian 
or bicycle routes with public transit centers; enhancements of 
non-vehicular connectivity across I-5; and the creation of trailheads 
and other recreational opportunities within local communities 
throughout the project area.

Although Caltrans supports such transportation modes as bicycling 
and walking, the agency does not have the authority to encourage 
State highway users to opt for other travel modes or schools to 
provide bus service.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including rail-based 

04



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-785

05

04
cont.

alternatives.  Although the provision of rail service within the 
I-5 corridor is not identified as an element of the 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvement in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
regarding mass transit options.

The suggested alternative transportation modes addressed in 
Comments 02 and 03 are eligible for funding by TransNet monies; 
highways, transit, and local roadways each roughly receive one-
third of the tax revenue. For more information on TransNet, please 
visit www.keepsandiegomoving.com.  The TransNet Independent 
Taxpayer Oversight Committee was formed to provide a higher 
level of accountability for expenditure of funds.  More information 
about this committee and SANDAG is also available at www.
sandag.org. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.



EMAIL ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-786

01

864
Cathy Ostrom 
09/26/2010 06:03 PM  
Subject: comment on the I-5 widening

I've been driving I-5 since I first learned how to drive, 1970. I-5 from Oceanside to Solana Beach 
has never been widened since then. The traffic has become really congested, especially 
Carlsbad and Encinitas. I quit going to my doctor in Encinitas. It's just too much traffic, 
especially in the summer. Also, the Las Flores exit going south on I-5 is very dangerous for 
exiting. Cars are also merging on from freeway 78 around this exit. Hope the lanes are a little 
wider than the freeway 15 around Poway.  

Thank you,
Cathy Ostrom,  
Oceanside, CA  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part 
of the public record.  Your comments regarding congestion are 
consistent with the findings of transportation agencies evaluating 
transportation issues in the North Coast Corridor (refer to Topical 
Response “Multimodal System”).  The project is designed to 
maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The project would result 
in less congestion than what would occur under the No Build 
alternative.  For example, as outlined in EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3,
total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No 
Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with 
this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 
8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

Regarding the Las Flores Drive exit, as illustrated on Final EIR/EIS
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 55 and 56, the proposed project would add 
an auxiliary lane southbound between the Vista Way on-ramp and 
Las Flores Drive.  The addition of this auxiliary lane is anticipated 
to improve weaving, thus easing the ability of cars to exit at this 
location.

Responses to Cathy Ostrom
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Frank Paiano 
11/11/2010 02:27 PM  
Subject: Comments re: Widening Interstate I-5 in San Diego North County 

Dear CalTrans,  

Please do not spend the billions of dollars to widen Interstate 5 in San Diego North County.  
There is already plenty of room on I-5 -- in the cars!  If everybody just car-pooled ONCE each 
week, we would not need to spend a billions of dollars.  We are very, very spoiled.  We must 
learn the value of sacrifice.  Instead of spending billions to encourage people to pollute more, 
we should be spending billions on encouraging people to pollute less.  

Thank you for your consideration.  

Sincerely,
Frank Paiano  
2320 Soto Street
San Diego, California 92107  

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Carpooling is an important option for drivers in the I-5 
corridor, now and in the future.  Accordingly, the proposed use 
of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes is intended to 
provide incentive for I-5 users to carpool and to establish a reliable 
option for carpoolers to reach their destination in a timely manner.  
Specifically, HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an 
important commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated 
in EIR/EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional 
highway capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  Within 
the project corridor, for example, approximately 13 percent 
of weekday peak period vehicles are HOVs, with this figure 
anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, while 
approximately 60 percent of vehicles within the project limits 
during weekend peak periods are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1,
Traffic and Transportation).  Even with HOV/Managed Lane use, 
however, regional transportation agencies agree that additional 
lanes on I-5 are also needed.  Please see Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System” and “Projected Growth.”

With regard to spending money to encourage people to pollute 
less, Caltrans is a State agency specifically formed for the purpose 
of addressing State highway system needs and has no authority to 
independently require or authorize activities related to education.  
Nonetheless, it should be noted that the project is anticipated to 
result in improvements to air quality when compared to baseline 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for 
a discussion of project consistency with air quality regulations 
and an anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with project 
implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality,
for more detail.

01

Response to Frank Paiano
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968
Kay Parker 
11/11/2010 03:07 PM 
Subject: I - 5 expansion

About 15 years ago, a North/South highway (located between I-5 and I-15) was proposed.
Encinitas residents and others protested and killed the plan.  Their big argument was that the I-5 
corridor should be widened instead of a new north/south route.  Now that their proposal 
prevailed, they are protesting the I-5 widening.  Their position is short-sighted.  Have you sat in 
traffic on I-5?  It is a nightmare.  WE had to give up going to our Scripps Doctor in LaJolla 
because of the traffic.  

I believe our economic development depends on the expansion.  I favor the proposal that 
provides the maximum lanes.  Mass transit has had a large amount of money spent on it, now it 
is time to spend on the freeways.  

Thank you
Kay Parker  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the maximum lane alternative (10+4) is noted.  

Please note that following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  

As detailed in EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, Total Delay, Congested Hours, 
and Travel Time Per Day, this alternative is anticipated to reduce 
afternoon travel times by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 11 to 
18 minutes southbound, relative to the No Build alternative while 
minimizing impacts to biological resources and private property.  

01

Response to Kay Parker
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Kevin Patrick 
08/16/2010 07:14 PM   
Subject: Further widening of I-5 corridor 

To CalTrans:
I am a professor of preventive medicine and public health in the UCSD School of Medicine and 
am also an advisor to the Robert Wood Johnson Foundation Active Living Research program. I 
have reviewed the scientific evidence of the impact of increasing freeways, automobile pollution 
and noise on individual and population health. The evidence is not promising in terms of impact 
on our collective health. You should review this as well before spending billions of$$ to widen I-
5 between La Jolla and Oceanside.  
Expansion of the highway will not provide any meaningful long-term solution to the 
transportation needs of the residents of this region and, on balance, will create much more harm 
than good. The roads will only get more congested, we will delay any meaningful 
implementation of sensible transportation alternatives, and we will saddle our grandchildren and 
great-grand children with the legacy of decisions we were too cowardly to make. This is, to put it 
simply, immoral and unethical.  
It is time for CalTrans to devote its time and energy to promoting sensible solutions to our 
transportation needs - ones grounded in 21st century (and beyond) realities and not early 20th 
century myths about unlimited amounts of cheap oil and other forms of power so that we can 
continue to live an existence that ignores the externalities of what we do.  

Kevin Patrick, MD, MS  
Professor, School of Medicine  
UCSD

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding potential air quality effects, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor (as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality).  This situation would result 
in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air 
quality compared to baseline (2006) conditions.  Accordingly, 
potential health risk impacts associated with traffic congestion 
and related overall emissions would also be improved over 
existing conditions.  Additionally, the analysis in Section 3.14
indicates that there would be an approximately 49 percent 
decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions 
over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions provided 
in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 
and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term health effects 
from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as previously indicated, 
would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality relative 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and the anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants 
with project implementation.

For noise concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, although project-related noise level increases would 
vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by 
the average healthy human ear.  The project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans Guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 

01

Responses to Kevin Patrick
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“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, as well as Section 3.15).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown 
to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

01
cont.

02 With regard to the potential for the proposed project to result in 
additional congestion—the project is designed to maintain or 
reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor.  Improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The proposed use of High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended to 
give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride 
by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
Additionally, the potential for the project to result in increased 
traffic, referred to as “induced” or “latent” demand, has been 
included in project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, due to a combination of 
project-specific and regional efforts. 

The I-5 NCC Project is only one element of a multi-agency, 
multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please also 
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Kevin Patrick  
11/18/2010 07:44 AM   
Subject: I-5 Widening Comment

Re: Proposed widening of I-5 Freeway from La Jolla to Oceanside  

I write to express serious concerns about this proposed project and its impacts on the health of 
the many thousands of individuals who live adjacent to it (including myself). I have concerns 
about the impact of this project on air quality and noise, and additional impacts that are 
increasingly recognized as associated with automobile-oriented projects such as obesity, 
diabetes and the like.  

I note in the section of the EIR the following summary statement from page 3.14-10:  
"Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the effects of air 
toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level. While available 
tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes between alternatives for 
larger projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project alternatives and MSAT 
concentrations or exposures created by each of the project alternatives cannot be predicted with 
enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. (As noted above, the current 
emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful emissions analysis tool for smaller 
projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not 
possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would have “significant 
adverse impacts on the human environment.”  

This follows several pages outlining what is known about the toxic effects of freeway corridors 
on human health, much of this done by my colleagues in environmental health and preventive 
medicine at the University of Southern California. The data they have meticulously developed 
over the years indicate that substantial lung damage occurs to those who live proximate to 
massive highways. Notably, your report includes an almost 2 page (3.14-3, and 3.14-4) list of 
facilities where "sensitive receptors" (e.g. children, those in health facilities and the like) are 
located less than one kilometer from the proposed project.  As for obesity, diabetes and other 
such consequences there is an emerging scientific literature now about auto travel and obesity, 
transit-oriented design promoting walkability and bikeability that in turn reduces obesity and its 
downstream consequences such as diabetes, cardiovascular disease and the like.  
I am not persuaded by some of the language in the report that suggests that widening the 
freeway will lessen these health problems because it will reduce congestion (and thus poor air 
quality). It is well known in the transportation literature that this is usually not the case unless 
other measures are done to promote alternative modes of transportation.  

Overall, this project is a bad idea from start to finish. We do not need to spend billions of dollars 
widening freeways as this just pushes the problem into the future in terms of healthy and 
sustainable transportation while damaging our current health and well being. We need to invest 
in appropriate alternatives such as public transportation, bike and walking pathways and the 
like. We also need to invest in alternatives to full commuting such as intelligent communication 
networks that allow working at home or in close-to-home environments.  

Thank you,

Kevin Patrick, MD, MS 
Professor, Family and Preventive Medicine, UCSD 

03
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05

06

refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to public transportation.

These comments are also included as part of the public record.

With respect to your general concerns related to air quality and 
noise, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air 
Quality and 3.15, Noise. For air quality, the project is designed 
to lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, 
project implementation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to baseline 
conditions.  Please also refer to the responses to your Comments 
01 above and 03 below for additional discussion of potential 
air quality-related health concerns, and to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information on project air quality 
considerations.

Regarding potential noise concerns, although project-related 
decibel increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners, per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by Caltrans’ Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a

02
cont.

03
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through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, as well as 
Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise abatement facilities has 
been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Reducing obesity and related health conditions is beyond 
the scope of this document, which focused on improvements 
necessary to I-5 to serve existing and projected users.  It should 
be noted, however, that the proposed project includes community 
enhancements that would foster increased walking and use of 
bicycles (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional 
and Community Enhancement Projects), which could contribute to 
reductions in obesity and improved health.

03
cont.

04 Regarding potential air quality-related public health concerns, 
and as described above in the response to your Comment 01, 
the project would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing conditions.  
the analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with 
MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 
3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential 
for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a freeway 
are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, 
as noted, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects involving a 
federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045:  Protection 
of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  
Given the described requirements and the nature of the project to 
maintain or reduce travel time, associated congestion and related 
emissions along the I-5 corridor also would be reduced; related 
health effects would be improved over existing conditions.

Please note that the proposed project is only one element of a 
multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to 
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require improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The proposed 
project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along 
the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of this multimodal system.  
These improvements would allow the time necessary for the 
region to work toward complex solutions, such as smart growth 
that would promote walkable and bikeable communities.  As noted 
in the response to your Comment 01, the project includes potential 
community enhancement projects that also would improve 
walkability and bikeability along the corridor.  For more information 
regarding alternative modes of transportation, please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit.”  

With regard to reduction of congestion as a result of project 
implementation, improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system.  Please refer to the response to your Comment 04 regarding 
the multimodal nature of ongoing studies and improvement 
projects.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Additionally, the potential for the project to result in 
increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, has 
been included in the project’s analysis and is addressed in the 
EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, as a result 
of a combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated 
and latent traffic.

04
cont.
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Director, Center for Wireless and Population Health Systems, Calit2 
Editor-in-Chief, American Journal of Preventive Medicine 
Senior Program Staff, Active Living Research 
cwphs.ucsd.edu 
activelivingresearch.org  

Home Address:  
12963 Via Latina  
Del Mar, California 
(approximately 600 meters west of I-5)  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  It is important, 
however, to keep in mind that the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) for the year 2050, prepared by the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG), indicates that expansion of mass 
transit service is not sufficient to meet the future transportation 
needs of the North Coast Corridor.  As a result, expansion of 
I-5, in concert with improvements to mass transit, is an essential 
element of meeting the projected transportation needs in the North 
Coast Corridor.  As described in the responses to your Comments 
02 and 03, the proposed project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions such as changes in land use and transportation patterns 
and that take extended time to implement.

It is also important to note that California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468
requires that mass transit projects occur concurrently with the 
construction of all or a portion of the I-5 NCC Project, as specified 
in the Public Works Plan.  In addition, CA SB 468 provides a 
mechanism for I-5 improvements to generate funding to be applied 
to mass transit by specifically authorizing the establishment of a 
high-occupancy toll program on I-5 and requiring revenues from 
the program to be used for the improvement of transit services and 
for HOV facilities.

Regarding intelligent communication networks, the SANDAG 
2050 RTP estimates telecommuting (teleworking) to be used by 
only five percent of the work force.  

Although the value of taking these workers off the road is understood 
and is encouraged by Caltrans for its own employees, requiring
other employers to implement similar programs is beyond Caltrans’ 
ability.  Support of the iCommute program by the public would help 
improve telecommute percentages, with corresponding reductions 
in congestion.  Until the percentage of individuals participating is 
much higher than five percent, however, ongoing transportation 
upgrades will be needed.

06
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762
Larry Pell     
09/01/2010 10:17 PM 
Subject: Don't widen I-5 

I oppose strongly the proposed widening of I-5. It is not a long term solution, as experience in 
Los Angeles shows. In addition it would be detrimental to the San Elijo lagoon, and add more 
noise and exhaust pollution. Put adequate mass transit in place instead.  

Larry Pell 

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Projected growth and the size of improvements needed to 
accommodate such growth have been considered.  The proposed 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions, such as changes in 
land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated 
traffic, as well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding 
limited lifespan of transportation improvements.  Please also note 
that no one answer is appropriate for all segments of our State 
highway system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are 
subject to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes 
are projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5.

Potential project-related effects to San Elijo Lagoon are addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, and 
under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, including Sections 3.17,
Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species.  Potential 
project-related water quality impacts are evaluated in association 
with the identified build and No Build alternatives, including 
potential effects to San Elijo Lagoon. Section 3.10 also identifies 
appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to address 
potential project-related water quality impacts, based on approved 
Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the 
Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases:  maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 

01
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BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated 
and implemented to address impacts during the planning and 
design, construction, and operational phases.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

As described in the listed Biological Environment sections, all 
project-related impacts to biological resources in the six coastal 
lagoons (including San Elijo) and related waterways would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been incorporated into the project design, and 
an extensive mitigation package has been developed through 
coordination efforts with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as 
shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program, project mitigation would be part of 
a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources that 
would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources than 
a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that, since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six coastal 
lagoons and/or related waterways, with important new information 
provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated 
into this Final EIR/EIS.  This evaluation incorporates the results 
of associated technical analyses, including hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists, to determine 
the appropriate bridge lengths and channel dimensions that would 
reduce the level to which levees or other man-made features 
restrict tidal flushing (water movement and exchange).  These 
studies were used to determine the appropriate I-5 bridge lengths 
to meet the project’s objectives and to maximize the health and 
function of the lagoons.  As a result, the design for the I-5 bridge 
over the San Elijo Lagoon now requires a longer structure than 
what was originally proposed to support transportation upgrades 

01
cont.
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in the Draft EIR/EIS.  This longer length is now incorporated into 
the proposed project.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on 
potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

With respect to project-related noise concerns, and as discussed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related sound 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by Caltrans’ Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a
through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, as well as 
Section 3.15.4). The use of such noise-abatement facilities has 
been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Regarding project-related air quality concerns, this issue is 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described,
the project is designed to lower travel times through reductions 
in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the 
I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation would result 
in correspondingly lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing conditions.

Improvements to mass transit are ongoing.  Please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 

01
cont.
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01
cont.

improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; 
improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
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962
Marc/Phil Phillips 
11/13/2010 12:20 AM 
Subject: Proposed Freeway Expansion does not have adequate sound barriers 

I live at 2970 Racetrack View Drive.  As Google Maps shows (click here for map), my house is 
located close to the freeway in an area where we (and our neighbors) already hear a good 
amount of freeway noise (just west of I-5, and just south of the San Dieguito Lagoon).    

An expansion of the freeway will bring an unacceptable noise level to our home(s) unless a 
sound barrier is erected between our homes and the portions of the freeway that generate the 
sound that heads our way.  Looking through the EIR, I see many sound barriers, but I do not 
see any of them located in the portion of the freeway that would affect us.     

We bought this house because it is on a lagoon, and provides a feeling of serenity.  However, if 
the freeway is expanded as currently proposed, without any sound barriers to protect the homes 
on Racetrack View Drive, there will just be loud freeway noise and no serenity.  It is 
incomprehensible to me that Caltrans would attempt to push such a proposal.  It is the duty of 
Caltrans to put up sound barriers rather than ruin the quality of life and property values of 
residents nearby.  

Marc Phillips  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related 
noise increases would vary by location, the majority of such 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are 
generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The 
project evaluated existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
would be “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners 
per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1), numerous potential soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations, including S573 in the subject 
area.  The review of Table 3.15.11 shows that future noise levels 
for the modeled noise receptors would be the same or within one 
dBA of No Build conditions in this area.  While S573 was assessed 
as “feasible” under the noted FHWA and Caltrans guidelines, it was 
determined not to be “reasonable” as the estimated construction 
cost would exceed the “reasonable” allowance.  For this, as well as 
potential issues related to visual effects, S573 is not recommended 
for construction (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.11 and 3.15.12).
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

As indicated above, the difference between implementing the 
project and leaving I-5 in its current configuration is projected to 
change noise in the modeled area by one dBA.  This amount of 
increase is not anticipated to be discernible to human listeners and 
is not expected to affect existing levels of serenity at the property.  
With regard to property values, as discussed in Topical Response 
“Property Valuation,” improvements to major transportation 

01
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cont.

facilities have the potential to result in both increased and 
decreased property values based on property and improvement 
specifics.  As a whole, property values as expected to increase 
rather than decrease in the North Coast Corridor. 
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Response to John Philp

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The project would include additional auxiliary lanes that would help 
with the ingress and egress on and off the freeway, respectively.

With regard to the I-5 / State Route (SR-) 78 Interchange, while
some improvements to the interchange connectors are included 
as part of the I-5 NCC Project (see Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 56 through 58), the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange Project is a 
separate project (see EIR/EIS Section 3.25, Cumulative Analysis).

The inclusion of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes 
within the I-5 corridor is identified in a number of related planning 
documents, including the San Diego Association of Governments’ 
(SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and the North Coast 
Transportation Study.  HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to 
provide an important commuting option, encourage ridesharing 
and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional 
highway capacity in a constrained corridor while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  Within 
the project corridor, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak 
period vehicles are HOVs (anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 
20 percent by 2030), while approximately 60 percent of vehicles 
within the project limits during weekend peak periods are HOVs 
(refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).

The I-5 / I-15 Interchange is well outside the project area and is 
therefore not considered in this EIR/EIS.
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934
Daniel Powell
11/19/2010 11:34 PM  
Subject  Questions about EIR  

Hello Cal-Trans:  

Why didn't the EIR mention the possibility of using a portion of the existing right of way for a fully 
protected (from gas powered traffic) bike lane?  

What was the thinking behind a bus station adjacent to San Elijo Lagoon?  

Are there any studies about the projected ridership of those buses? And why wouldn't those  
riders use the Coaster?  

When would construction happen? If during the day, traffic would be worse.  If during the night, 
moths and other insects will be attracted to the light and disrupt nature (and the tranquility of the 
lagoons).  

Will you obey the zoning laws and ordinances of the cities through which you build (as the City 
residents have to obey) ?  
One example of the above is the night sky ordinance in and around the lagoons.  

What are the alternatives to the concrete barriers that are used during construction that actually 
reduce the size of the traffic lanes?  

Did CalTrans consider giving money to increase the Coaster train schedule (frequency and 
expanded service hours/days of the week?

What economic study was performed to explain the above? A cost-benefit analysis would be 
appropriate.  

Since there are three North-South Right of way corridors (101; Railroad and I-5) through 
sensitive habitat (for example the San Elijo Lagoon), where is a sensitivity study about the ability 
to expand ridership by rail without the need of a long and costly expansion of I-5?

A cost analysis of a Protected from traffic bike lane on 101? Railroad right of way?  

Was a study done as part of the EIR to determine if bicyclists had a safe path of travel, would 
more commute, especially combo commute with the Coaster and Trolley system?  

What is the absolute QUIETEST material the freeway could be made of, and why shouldn't that 
material be used on I-5 North Coastal?  This section of freeway has more line of 
sight/intensification of noise because of the many estuaries.   

Rather than build ugly concrete block wall (even with decoration, they are still wicked ugly) why  
not build all lanes of traffic with the quietest material possible?  

What is the composition of the dust that is kicked up from I-5?  Please let me know about brake 
dust/rubber dust/etc.  I work along the corridor and have to sweep every day.  I would like to 
know what I am sweeping as it is different than any dust I have ever swept.  
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Regarding bicycle facilities, Caltrans has worked with 
local jurisdictions along the project corridor to develop a number 
of potential community and regional enhancement projects.  The 
identified enhancement facilities within the project corridor, if 
implemented, would create and/or enhance pedestrian or bicycle 
access.  Specific to the use of a portion of the right-of-way for 
a protected bike lane, since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
Caltrans has continued to work with local jurisdictions to define 
the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail (NC Bike Trail).  The NC Bike Trail is 
ultimately planned to provide a non-motorized option for the entire 
length of the 27-mile I-5 improvements.  This would occur through 
the connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit 
centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity across I-5, 
and the creation of trailheads and other recreational opportunities 
within local communities throughout the I-5 project area.  Within 
Caltrans right-of-way, and excluding on- and off-ramp areas, the 
bikeway would be wholly separated from I-5 motorized traffic (refer 
to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects).

01

Regarding the proposed Manchester Avenue Direct Access Ramp 
(DAR) and San Elijo Multi-use Facility, this location was selected 
to support future bus rapid transit (BRT) activities proposed by 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  Current 
plans call for an undercrossing rather than the flyover proposed 
in the Draft EIR/EIS.  Parking at the multi-use facility in this area 
also has been reduced.  While these facilities would be located in 
proximity to San Elijo Lagoon, they would not adversely affect the 
lagoon.  The DAR, parking, and transit station would be sited north 
of the lagoon, with existing developed roadways and structures 
located in between the DAR, parking, and transit station.  Refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 and 27.

02
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03 Excluding the analysis regarding the provision of a facility that is 
compatible with future bus rapid transit and other modal options, the 
EIR/EIS does not analyze bus or Coaster ridership.  Relationships 
between these modes of travel and their effect on the North Coast 
Corridor travel issues were addressed in oversight documents by 
others, including the 2000 SANDAG North Coast Transportation 
Study, the 2030 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), and the 
2050 RTP.  Multiple transportation modes must be improved 
in order for the corridor to function; please also refer to Topical 
Response “Multimodal System.”  These various transportation 
modes are now being addressed via project-level California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) documentation.  Please refer to the Topical 
Responses “Rail Preference” and “Mass Transit” for discussions 
regarding other modes of transportation options.  This EIR/EIS is 
the project-level document for this segment of I-5 only.  Questions 
regarding bus and coaster studies would be better addressed to 
SANDAG and the North County Transit District (NCTD).

If a build alternative is selected, construction is anticipated to 
begin in 2015.  Construction-related activities would generally be 
focused during non-peak hours to minimize traffic delays to the 
extent practicable.  All through lanes on I-5 would remain open, 
however, in order to minimize traffic flow disruption.  As described 
in Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities, of the Final EIR/EIS, identified mitigation measures 
include the implementation of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 
during (and potentially after) construction.  The TMP would include 
a Public Awareness Program to distribute information such as 
construction schedules and locations.  The TMP would serve 
to minimize project-related construction disruptions and would 
include traffic mitigation strategies designed in coordination with 
the local communities.

Regarding potential project-related indirect impacts to wildlife 
from lighting, this issue is evaluated in EIR/EIS Section 3.21,
Threatened and Endangered Species.  As noted, indirect impacts 
to threatened and endangered (and other) species can result from 
increased lighting.  Applicable conservation measures identified in 

04
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04
cont.

Section 3.21.4 to address associated potential effects include the 
following:

• The Biological Monitor and a Caltrans Project Biologist 
would be available during pre-construction and construction 
phases to review grading plans, address protection of 
sensitive biological resources, monitor ongoing work, and 
maintain communications with the Resident Engineer 
to ensure that issues relating to biological resources are 
appropriately and lawfully managed.

• If nighttime construction is necessary, all lighting used 
at night for project construction (e.g., staging areas, 
equipment storage sites, roadway) would be selectively 
placed and directed onto the roadway or construction site 
and away from sensitive habitats.

Although Caltrans is not subject to local ordinances within State 
right-of-way, Caltrans strives to comply with ordinances of the 
local jurisdictions through which State highways pass.  Specific 
to compliance with the City Light Pollution Code, that ordinance 
addresses impacts to the Palomar Observatory and is generally 
related to permanent installation of lights.  As a result, short-term 
construction period lighting would not conflict with the ordinance.  
Once permanent lights are installed, they also would be consistent 
with City codes, as I-5 lighting is required for safety purposes 
(specifically noted in the ordinance).  Please also refer to the 
response to your Comment 04 regarding shielding of nighttime 
construction lighting. 

During construction, traffic lanes would be no less than 11 feet 
wide, with traffic being separated from the median work zone 
by temporary concrete barriers.  Specifications of temporary 
railing are provided in Section 12-3.08 of the Caltrans Standard 
Specifications.  The portable concrete barriers typically used 
during construction have a standard width of two feet.  This type 
of barrier has been crash tested in compliance with Caltrans, U.S. 
Department of Transportation, and Federal Highway Administration 
regulations.
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07 Caltrans has been actively involved in the regional multimodal 
planning effort but is responsible for implementing the highway 
improvement portion of the plan.  Regarding the existing railway 
and current Coaster schedule, because potential modifications to 
rail services are within the jurisdiction of another agency, Caltrans 
has no ability to implement or influence such activities.  Please 
also note that TransNet revenue, obtained through the half-cent 
local sales tax approved by San Diego region voters, is allocated 
by SANDAG to highways, transit, and local roadways in roughly 
equal thirds.  For more information on TransNet, please visit www.
keepsandiegomoving.com.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Please see the response to your Comment 07 regarding the 
funding of transportation improvements.  Federal, State, and local 
funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and 
monies are being tracked.  The EIR/EIS provides the basis for 
weighing project benefits in conjunction with costs. 

Regarding the expansion of rail ridership within the corridor, the 
I-5 NCC Project is one element of a larger transportation upgrade 
that SANDAG, with support from other transportation agencies 
noted below, is developing for the corridor.  The 2050 RTP 
outlines projects for rail services and bicycle facilities, in addition 
to highways, bus services, local streets, pedestrian facilities and 
systems, and demand management.  Based on regional traffic 
projections (refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth”), all 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; 
improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  Improving only rail capacity would 
not satisfy the need for increased capacity on I-5.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding public 
transportation planning.  These upgrades are anticipated to occur 
in the same time frame as the proposed project.  In particular, 
California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468 requires concurrent completion 
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of rail and highway improvements where crossing lagoons, unless 
phasing would result in an environmentally superior outcome.

The project proposes a number of community and regional 
enhancement features within the project corridor (refer to 
Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS).  These include the 
I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail, intended to provide a non-
vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project corridor; several 
enhancements to pedestrian and bicycle access throughout the 
project area; the connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with 
public transit centers; enhancements of non-vehicular connectivity 
across I-5; and the creation of trailheads and other recreational 
opportunities within local communities throughout the project 
area.  The costs associated with the I-5 NC Bike Trail would be 
incorporated into I-5 construction costs.  All bicycle and pedestrian 
enhancements near vehicular activity would be completed in 
compliance with standard Caltrans safety standards.

09
cont.

With respect to the use of alternative (“quieter”) roadway surfaces 
for noise reduction, Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt 
concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise 
abatement measure that can be applied in accordance with federal 
policy.  Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement 
types in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the 
long-term noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement.  
Asphalt surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor 
being considered in wider applications beyond pilot studies.  In 
addition, asphalt has a lower life expectancy than concrete, so it 
would have to be repaired or replaced more often.  A conclusion 
has not been made about practicality and effectiveness, so this 
surfacing is not currently included in noise abatement measures.  
As a result, the use of alternative surfacing is not proposed for I-5.  
In some special circumstances, Caltrans may consider using state 
only funds to pay for quieter pavement to reduce traffic noise.  
Related information is available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/
noise/index.htm#2011catnap.

10
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Regarding the composition of dust (or particulate matter [PM]) 
associated with I-5, the Air Quality Analysis prepared for the project 
includes a basic description of PM  components, which is divided 
into two classes (PM10 and PM2.5) based on particle size.  Visible 
PM (or dust) derived from the I-5 corridor that settles in nearby 
areas would be composed of coarser particles, including PM10 and
larger materials.  While the exact composition of such dust at the 
subject property cannot be provided, PM10 is typically derived from 
sources such as smoke, soot, dust, salt, acids, and metals.  For 
roadway dust, this could potentially include particulates derived 
from sources such as tire and brake pad wear.  

11
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Why not correct the previous error of blocking excellent wetlands habitats with fill dirt by building 
a low profile bridge over the lagoons, thereby returning the water to a more natural flow?  

Thanks you for your responses to these questions.  
-Daniel E. Powell

12 With respect to the potential for the project to build “low profile” 
bridges across coastal lagoons to improve associated “natural 
flows,” please note that additional detailed studies regarding 
potential project impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six 
coastal lagoons and/or related waterways have been completed 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Important new information 
from these analyses is provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  These evaluations 
incorporate the results of associated technical reports, including 
hydrologic/hydraulic studies, biological assessments, and Caltrans’ 
interaction with lagoon scientists to determine the appropriate 
bridge lengths and channel dimensions that would reduce the level 
to which levees or other man-made features restrict tidal flushing 
(water movement and exchange).  These studies were used to 
determine the appropriate I-5 bridge lengths to meet the project’s 
objectives and to maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
The bridges must be high enough to accommodate 100-year-flood 
flows as well as anticipated increases in sea level resulting from 
global warming.  This rise was assessed in the technical lagoon 
studies to be 55 inches, or approximately 4.5 feet.

12
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430
Kari Prevost 
7/8/10 8:34 PM 
Subject: Questions (request form Q)

Inquiring the action projects: I-5 Corridor Question: I live in the Sandy Point Community which is 
above Manchester (accessed off Birmingham and Lake Drive). The recent EIR is proposing 
improvements that could potentially significantly impact my residence. I would like to talk to 
someone to better understand the nature of the alternatives and exactly what that means for the 
area near my house. It is hard to tell from the scale of the documents in the EIR. 

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With respect to potential direct impacts to your residence, as 
shown in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 28 and 29, although 
additional right-of-way may be required on the east side of the 
freeway for retaining walls and grading, none of the project build 
alternatives would require acquisition of property within the Sandy 
Point community for project improvements.

With regard to potential non-footprint impacts to your residence, 
the anticipated environmental impacts of the proposed project 
are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIR/EIS.  Noise would be one 
change.  Projected noise levels at the Sandy Point properties 
along Wales Court and at the western end of Wales Drive (R8.14 
through R8.17) would range from 67 to 69 decibels (dBA) with 
construction of the project and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.15).  In order to result in discernible change to the 
average healthy human ear, changes in decibel level usually must 
be over three dBA.

01
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911
Morton Printz 
11/21/2010 12:39 PM 
Subject: I-5 NORTH COUNTY PROPOSED EXPANSION - EIR 

I wish to be on record with three comments related to the proposal for widening I-5 and 
elements of the EIR.
1. The horizontal widening of I-5 is not the best strategic approach to rectifying vehicle density 
problems which continue to worsen. In addition to eliciting a negative "gut-reaction" as was 
evident in the  Torrey Pines Community Planning Board response to the EIR, it also is not a 
21st century approach to improving this essential interstate highway. Instead, I would urge 
Caltrans engineers to give serious consideration to a "vertical" expansion; essentially double-
decking the I-5 corridor and staying within the current interstate footprint. Certainly there will be 
costs for retrofitting an elevated structure; however, with the seismic research advances at UC 
San Diego in developing optimum concrete supports, a 21st century highway would respond 
and survive a significant seismic event (however unlikely in North County). Further, tunneling 
costs should be mitigated by the soft substructure.  

2. Merely widening the highway and introducing more diamond lanes will not prevent gridlock. 
Further, the diamond lane has not solved freeway density in the LA basin and will not prevent 
gridlock in the San Diego area. Inserting "bus" lanes might seem a reasonable approach but 
requires a "distant infrastructure" to get passengers to/from the I-5 corridor and starting or 
ending points of travel.  Instead, I would urge Caltrans and SANDAG to place6 TOLL lanes (3 in 
each direction) in one level of a double-deck configuration of I-5 (optimally below the current 
road level). These 6 lanes would be dedicated to through traffic – entrances/exits no less than 
every 10 miles apart. In fact I-5 should be double-decked to the Mexican border with one level 
dedicated to a TOLL "through" road. SANDAG and Caltrans seem to have forgotten that I-5 is 
an interstate corridor, not a local boulevard with exits/entrances every 1 – 1.5 miles. 
Unfortunately we must live with this situation; however, using the proposed expansion as a 
restricted-access "Through" highway would go far to relieving current and future vehicular 
density.

3. Lastly, as a former Community Planning Board Chair, I must state that the current Board's 
response cannot be said to represent the majority of the community's position on the proposed 
I-5 expansion. Certainly parts of the EIR engender a negative reaction in many residents of 
Torrey Pines; however, the Board cannot be considered as being truly representative as implied 
since Board members have generally been voted into office by total votes which range from 0.1 
to less than 2% of the total population of Torrey Pines. I am certain that many residents of this 
community would support a plan which truly mitigates the increasing density of vehicular traffic 
on I-5, if such a "vote" could be taken.  

Morton Printz (Communicating as a Private Citizen)  

01

02

03

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With regard to “vertical expansion” and “double-decking” the 
freeway, please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” 
regarding transportation alternatives evaluated for the North Coast 
Corridor, which included early screening on the use of elevated 
sections of freeway.  That design scenario was not pursued.  
Greater visual impacts would occur from a raised facility than from 
widening I-5.  This would be due to upper deck footings obscuring 
views from vehicles on the lower deck, as well as increasing view 
obstruction from viewers east of I-5 who currently look over the 
freeway.  Noise impacts also could increase as sound could move 
to more distant locations.  This would also be based on vehicular 
noise from the upper deck moving out from the freeway with 
fewer impediments than from the lower (existing) elevation, where 
edging provides some blocking of noise.

02 Regarding the double-decking of I-5, please refer to the response 
to your Comment 01. The project is designed to maintain or 
reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system.  The use of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  Reduction of congestion 
is one of the five original goals identified for the interstate system.  
The proposed project would not add any new on- or off-ramps to 
I-5, and auxiliary lanes would be anticipated to eliminate much 
of the weaving resulting from entrances to and exits from this 
interstate.  It is acknowledged that the proposed project would not 
eliminate all congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result 
in substantially less congestion than what would occur under the 
No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
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and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Similarly, the total travel 
time through the project corridor in Year 2030 would be less during 
the a.m. and p.m. peak periods in both directions for the 10+4 and 
8+4 alternatives compared to the No Build alternative.

Regarding tolls, the project would be operated such that excess 
capacity in the HOV/Managed Lanes would be sold to Single 
Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs), allowing SOVs to use the lanes for 
all build alternatives. The Value Pricing program would entail the 
implementation of tolls to these SOV users.

Your comments on the “vote” of the Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Board is noted.  I-5 is a regional facility; and a large 
number of individuals rely upon the highway for access to work, as 
well as to medical, educational, commercial, and/or recreational 
locations.  Caltrans routinely conducts extensive public outreach 
programs, as has occurred with the I-5 NCC Project, to solicit 
public input and allow the highway improvements to reflect that 
input to the greatest extent practicable.

02
cont.
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408
Morteza ( Morey) Rahimi  
08/22/2010 06:01 PM 
Subject: Citizen Comment Form, Caltrans Draft EIR, Proposed I-5 Widening Project 

Dear Shay Lynn Harrison,  
Please refer to the attached Citizen Comment Form, completed by myself and my wife, 
residents of Solana Beach.  

We appreciate receiving a written replay by mail.  

Thank you,
Morteza ( Morey) Rahimi

CITIZEN COMMENT FORM 
CALTRANS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
PROPOSED I-5 WIDENING PROJECT 

Why is Caltrans squeezing out 21st Century Public Transportation solutions by spending $4 
billion of our money just for expanding I-5? 

Why is Caltrans taking away our quality of life, the residents of North San Diego Coastal, by 
increasing air & noise pollution & greenhouse gas emissions by implementing this monstrous 
project? 

Why is Caltrans increasing the risk of fatal diseases, such as cancer, caused by smog particles 
generated by more traffic on I-5? 

Why are you taking away our beautiful ocean views by miles of ugly 9 to 12 feet high walls? 

Why are you damaging the environment of North Coastal San Diego by this unfair, outrageous 
project? 

Why not devote all or most of that money for immediate improvements to the Public 
Transportation System throughout San Diego County, so more people benefit from improved 
public transportation, reduced pollution, reduced waste of oil, reduce time wasted in solo-
driving, improved quality of life and many more benefits? 

Why are you not supplementing the existing Public Transportation System by adding buses & 
mini-buses at Coaster & Sprinter Stations, providing means of transportation for “The Last Mile” 
encouraging more & more riders of these trains? 

Why expand/build more freeways that only encourage more sprawl? 

Mr. & Mrs. Morteza M. Rahimi 
1507 Santa Sabina Ct. 
Solana Beach, CA  92075 
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07

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding your comment concerning Caltrans’ focus on funding 
the proposed improvements to I-5, it is important to keep in 
mind that the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the year 
2050, prepared by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG), indicates that the expansion of mass transit service 
alone is not sufficient to meet future transportation needs of 
the North Coast Corridor.  As a result, the RTP concludes that 
expanding I-5, in concert with improvements to mass transit, is an 
essential element of meeting the projected transportation needs in 
the North Coast Corridor.  

It is also important to note that California Senate Bill 468 
(CA SB 468) requires that mass transit projects occur concurrently 
with construction of all or a portion of the I-5 NCC Project, as 
specified in the Public Works Plan.  In addition, CA SB 468 provides a 
mechanism for I-5 improvements to generate funding to be applied 
to mass transit by specifically authorizing the establishment of a 
high-occupancy toll program on I-5 and requiring revenues from 
the program to be used for improvement of transit services and for 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes.

01

With reference to concerns regarding quality of life, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 

02
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and why those impacts are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.  Following the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Caltrans has 
also worked with local jurisdictions along the project corridor to 
develop a number of potential community enhancement projects.  
The identified enhancement projects include several facilities in the 
vicinity of Solana Beach, including:  (1) Streetscape Enhancements 
on Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana Hills Drive; and 
(3) I-5 North Coast (NC)  Bike Trail in the City of Solana Beach, 
intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 
project corridor.  These and other identified enhancement facilities 
within the project corridor, if implemented, would foster community 
improvement through the creation and/or enhancement of 
pedestrian or bicycle access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle 
routes with public transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular 
connectivity across I-5, and creation of trailheads and other 
recreational opportunities within local communities throughout 
the I-5 project area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast 
Regional and Community Enhancement Projects).  Based on the 
described information, the implementation of new project features 
is not expected to have an adverse effect on the quality of life of 
local residents.

With regard to air pollution, the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for the discussion 
of project consistency with air quality regulations and the anticipated 
decrease in emitted pollutants with the project’s implementation, 
as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

Regarding noise pollution, as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 

02
cont.
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02
cont.

approved by property owners.  Please note, however, that project-
related increases in traffic noise over no build conditions are 
anticipated to be approximately three dBA.  As described in the 
2007 Noise Study Report prepared for the project, the average 
healthy ear can barely perceive noise level changes of three 
dBA or less.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

Regarding potential project-related impacts from greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions – EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change,
analyzes project-associated GHG emissions, including a 
quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  Overall, the project’s implementation would be 
expected to lower GHG vehicular emissions on I-5 from no build 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” 
for additional information regarding GHG emissions in California, 
research by Caltrans on this topic, and tons per day of carbon 
dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the project.

Regarding air quality-related pollution and associated potential 
health effects, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor (as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air
Quality).  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would 
be an approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source 
air toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, 
with MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11
and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The 
potential for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a 
freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed 
project, as previously indicated, would reduce emissions and 
improve overall air quality relative to existing conditions and the 
future no build scenario.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional discussion on air quality and related 
potential health effects.

03
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Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number 
of measures to address associated potential visual concerns 
associated with soundwalls. Please note that view impacts from the 
project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided 
or minimized as a matter of project design.  These resources are 
typically most visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon 
and river bridges, and these views would be maintained, including 
Los Peñasquitos Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some 
soundwalls or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended 
in part because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls 
would be recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to 
the west, there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views 
would not be obstructed. Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for more information regarding potentially 
substantial local visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial 
nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor and 
enters the surrounding community. 

04

It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to 
properties and sensitive resources that abut an existing highway 
system.  When widening an existing roadway, however, complete 
avoidance is often not practicable.  Upgrades to this segment of 
the National Strategic Highway Network are important.  In addition 
to maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, the project 
also would benefit the regional economy through reductions in 
projected congestion and gridlock on this major shipping and 
general transportation route.

05

Regarding spending project monies on mass transit, the proposed 
project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Each of the transportation options receives funding.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 

06
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vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  A number of community enhancement features are 
identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the 
EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve such amenities as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.  The proposed project 
improvements would result in reduced air pollutants and energy use, 
as detailed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality, and Section 3.16,
Energy.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System”, 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding ongoing plans and improvements for mass transit.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
for information on issues related to the use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

06
cont.

07 With respect to your concern regarding sprawl, a comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to study and 
forecast regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the RTP and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern 
contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, and 
walkable development located near transit.  Changes in land use 
patterns and smart growth can, however, take an extended period 
to implement.  The role of Caltrans is not to restrict or cause future 
growth; rather, its role is to ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, 
reliable highway system that accommodates the growth anticipated 
by these local and regional planning agencies.  The proposed 
project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along 
the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The 
reduction in congestion associated with the proposed project would 
not substantially affect the location, rate, type, or amount of growth 
in the project vicinity due to other limits on growth, including land 
use controls within local and regional plans and policies, and the 
highly urbanized nature of surrounding land uses.  The project is 
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not designed with excess capacity that could induce substantial 
unplanned growth during the design period.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the accommodation of anticipated regional growth.

07
cont.
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793
Jeff Ramsay         
09/22/2010 01:21 PM  
Subject: Sound Wall for I-5 expansion 

Dear Mr Evans,  
I am an owner in the condominium complex Saxony at Encinitas Ranch, located next to the 
YMCA between Leucadia Blvd and Encinitas Blvd in Encinitas, just off the I-5. It has been 
brought to the homeowner's attention that I-5 will be expanded by several lanes, and that there 
is a proposed soundwall along the shoulder of the highway.  It has also been brought to our 
attention that the soundwall will not cover the area directly adjacent to our community because 
there is a dog park there.  I strenuously ask that you reconsider this gap in the soundwall.  It is 
already so loud from highway noise that I can not have my patio door or my master bedroom 
window open, nor can I hear someone inside talking to me when I am just outside the door.  The 
noise is constant, and even wakes me up with a closed window at night.  Trucks coming north 
have to downshift right outside our windows to make it up the slightly increasing grade.  The 
whole point of the soundwall is to prevent highway noise from the houses adjacent to the 
highway, and I can testify that the sound funnels right through the dog park to the houses on 
Carmel Creeper Place.  

I would also like to note that I have tried twice, both times during the peak of the housing 
market, to sell my condo, with not even one offer. Every comment from the realtors was that 
their clients loved the condo but couldn't deal with the highway noise.  As soon as they would 
open the patio door they would say it was too loud and leave to go view other properties.  If the 
highway is to be widened, that will bring the traffic closer and increase traffic, both of which will 
further increase the noise and decrease our property values and ability to sell.   

I have also witnessed a fairly severe traffic accident where a vehicle involved in the accident 
traversed down the hill next to our dog park, stopping just feet short of the chain link fence.  
With the proposed widening of the highway, this poses a risk to our residents in the community 
who may happen to be at the dog park.  A soundwall would have prevented that car from 
careening down the hill, and seems even more imperative now if cars at highway speeds will be 
even closer to our dog park.  The highway expansion without some kind of wall truly presents a 
clear danger to our residents, which would certainly be alleviated by the soundwall.  

I thank you for your attention to this matter, and I truly hope that the DOT will reconsider this 
gap in the soundwall.  It is in the best interest of everyone for quality of life, property values 
which in turn support public services through taxes, and safety that the soundwall continue past 
our community.  

Sincerely,
Jeff Ramsay
386 Carmel Creeper Place  
Encinitas, CA 92024  

01
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Thank you for your comments regarding project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of Encinitas Boulevard 
(386 Carmel Creeper Place).  They are part of the public record.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions approach 
a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S686A in the area of the noted “dog park” (with this 
soundwall preliminarily recommended for construction; refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 37, and
Table 3.15.24).  A number of additional soundwalls were also 
identified in the subject area, including S680, S686B, S686C, 
S688, and S692.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, all but 
one of these soundwalls are preliminarily recommended for 
construction, in addition to S686A as noted above, (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 37, and Table 3.15.24).
Soundwall S680 would not be "reasonable" to construct due to the 
estimated construction cost exceeding the "reasonable" allowance 
(Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction cost, 
it exceeds the "reasonable" allowance. If the estimated construction 
cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to the "reasonable" 
allowance, construction of S680 would not be recommended. 
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis. 

The statement in this comment regarding “…the gap in the 
soundwall…” is incorrect.  The proposed soundwall associated 
with the noted “dog park” (S686A) would extend continuously 

01

Responses to Jeff Ramsay
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around portions of the southern and western boundaries of this 
park, as depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 35.

Although no design can account for every possible accident 
scenario, routine highway design plans for cars and trucks moving 
at high rates of speed, including banking curves along the route 
to keep cars on the throughway under foreseeable conditions.  
Guard rails are also provided.  The northbound route adjacent to 
this location is not on a major curve or slope that would result in 
heightened concerns about safety.  Please refer to the response 
to your Comment 01 regarding the planned soundwall adjacent to 
the dog park.

01
cont.

02

03

As shown on EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23, the noise level at noise 
receptor R11.26 (342 Carmel Creeper Place) is expected to 
increase to 70 dBA in the future under the No Build alternative.  As 
noted in the response to your Comment 01, the projected future 
noise level with the implementation of a build alternative would 
be 72 dBA.  Changes of less than three dBA are generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Thus, the difference 
of two dBA between the future build and no build conditions would 
be negligible and is not anticipated to adversely affect property 
values or the ability to sell.  Furthermore, with recommended 
Soundwall 686B/C, future noise levels are projected to drop to 
65 dBA.
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781
Samantha Randant      
Friday, September 10, 2010 4:36 PM  
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

What homes will be affected by the expansion? I heard 40 will be torn down.  01 Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
impacts, which are part of the public record.  The proposed project 
has been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures 
while still meeting project objectives by taking reduced amounts 
of additional right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint.  
Information regarding anticipated relocations is shown in 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.4.1 through 3.4.4b of this Final EIR/EIS.  The 
alternative that would impact the greatest number of residents 
would be the 10+4 Barrier alternative, which would potentially 
impact 25 single-family and 87 multi-family units.  By contrast, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative would impact 16 single-family and 34 multi-
family residences.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and is identified in this Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Information for the Preferred 
Alternative is shown on Table 3.4.4b in Section 3.4.2 of this Final 
EIR/EIS; a total of 9 single-family residences and 17 multi-family 
residences.  The number of property acquisitions and relocations 
resulting from the project would be further minimized to the extent 
practicable through design efforts.  The final precise numbers and 
dimensions of property required will not be known until just prior to 
the acquisition of individual properties.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition.”  

01

Response to Samantha Randant
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514
Philip Raphael
7/9/10 4:25 PM 
Subject: I-5 Corridor Question from KSDM.com

Subscribe to I-5 newsletter: 
Question: Will there be a need to obtain additional property between Del Mar 
Heights Blvd and Carmel Valley Road to widen the freeway on the West side 
and how and when will home owners be notified of this possibility? 

01
Thank you for your interest in the project.  It is Caltrans’ intent to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system.  As shown in Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14j (also
refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 15), additional right-
of-way may be required on the west side of the freeway near 
the Del Mar Heights Road Interchange.  It is important to note, 
however, that the area of potential right-of-way acquisition on Draft 
EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14j pertains to the 10+4 Buffer alternative.  
Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest 
of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 
8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  As depicted on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 15, additional right-of-way may be required 
in the Preferred Alternative as well, although the potentially 
affected areas would involve partial right-of-way acquisitions and 
no private homes or other structures would be directly affected.  
Caltrans is continuing to refine the project design and is working to 
minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to properties to the 
greatest extent possible.  Further refinement will continue through 
final project design, and precise numbers and dimensions of 
properties required will not be known until that time.  Where such 
impacts cannot be avoided, affected property owners would be 
notified and affected properties would be subject to an appraisal to 
determine the fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just 
compensation would be made.  For more information, please refer 
to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.”

01

Response to Philip Raphael
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730
Leslie Reed
08/24/2010 10:25 AM  
Subject: Comment

The EIR identified six condominium in Solana Beach within the Eden Gardens community that 
would be displaced for certain alternatives.  This is not accurate.  I am one of 12 owners of the 
Del Mar Downs condominium project and have title to an undivided 1/12th fractional interest of 
the impacted common area on Ida Ave.  Our articles prohibit partitioning of the property.  The 
property would need to be sold for the benefit of all 12 owners including myself .  Section 9.2 of 
our articles entitle all owners to receive a distribution if any portion of the property is taken by 
eminent domain.  Please update the EIR to include all 12 Del Mar Downs Condominiums on Lot 
1 of San Diego Tract 4525, City of Solana Beach, Map# 11447 file/page no 86-058300parcel no 
298-293-02.

Leslie Reed  
3972 Ambervale Terrace
San Diego, CA. 92130 
(858) 792-5428
Owner of property at:818 Ida Avendue Solana Beach, CA.

01

Thank you for your comments regarding project impacts to 
homes in Solana Beach.  Your comments are noted and have 
been included as part of the public record.  EIR/EIS Section 3.4,
Community Impacts, discusses potential displacements resulting 
from the project’s alternatives.  The only alternative that would 
directly impact homes in Solana Beach would be the 10+4 
Barrier alternative, which, consistent with your comment, would 
potentially displace condominium units in the Eden Gardens 
community.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Under this alternative, 
no homes in Solana Beach would be directly impacted, although 
partial property acquisitions, as well as temporary construction 
and/or footing easements, would be required for some local 
properties. It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize direct 
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway, to the greatest extent practicable; 
however, avoidance is not always possible when an existing facility 
is being improved.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition” for more information on property acquisition.

01

Response to Leslie Reed



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-823

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

744
John Reis  
08/29/2010 04:52 PM  
Subject: DRAFT EIR re proposed expansion of I-5 in Solana Beach  

I live near the proposed hwy. expansion and strongly object to the proposal. John Reis  01 01 Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Response to John Reis
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717
Marilyn Rivas 
08/17/2010 07:57 AM  
Subject Widening of I-5

     Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.  I am very against the widening of 
I-5. I do not want our beautiful San Diego county turned into another Los Angeles.  Actually I 
cannot think of anywhere in Los Angeles where they have put in so many lanes.  The harm that 
this will cause to our residents along the freeway corridor and the 7 lagoons that will be affected 
will be irreparable.  Studies have shown that if you build more and more lanes on freeways they 
will be filled and overflowing withing 2 to 5 years.  What needs to happen in this area is mass 
transit not more cars polluting the atmosphere.  Looking at Europe and Asia and how they have 
managed this problem so much more efficiently with mass transit is what needs to happen to 
protect San Diego from this coming blight.  Please rethink this plan and stop your plans to widen 
I-5 and build the intruding fly overs that you are thinking about building.  Marilyn Rivas 
marilynrivas@gmail.com  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature, 
and although substantial change is discussed for specific locations 
in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications to 
I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on 
the overall character in the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized 
part of northern San Diego County; generally characterized by 
its coastal location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, 
commercial centers and activities, and preserves associated with 
coastal lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community 
Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and 
landform modification would be within a developed urban area.  
Overall, because the project generally would improve, rather 
than adversely impact, recreational facilities, and would enhance 
access within the community, the implementation of new project 
features is not expected to have an adverse effect on regional 
community character.

The general effects of the project on the lagoons in the study area 
were evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS.  Since the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared 
regarding the potential impacts to the biology and hydrology 
of the lagoons.  Such impacts are incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  Overall, and as shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program, 
project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive, coordinated 
solution for coastal natural resources and that would provide 
greater benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-
based, project-specific mitigation approach.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” for additional information 
regarding anticipated effects on lagoons and the proposed 
mitigation program.

01

Response to Marilyn Rivas
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With regard to the capacity of the proposed project, the project 
is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial number 
of additional trips.  Improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system and allow the region to work toward complex solutions 
such as changes in land use patterns that take an extended period 
to implement.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give 
carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
Additionally, the potential for the project to result in increased 
traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, has been included 
in the project’s analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, due to a combination 
of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, 
as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of 
additional vehicles on the road as a result of project improvements 
is anticipated to be relatively small.  As outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and 
latent traffic.

Furthermore, while mass transit is a critical element of the overall 
solution to transportation issues in the North Coast Corridor, the 
proposed improvements to I-5 are only one aspect of a multi-
agency, multimodal plan for improvements in this area.  All modes 
of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 

01
cont.
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agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Mass Transit,” and “Rail Preference” for 
additional discussions regarding mass transit.

01
cont.
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994
Joyce Roberts  
11/09/2010 11:24 AM 
Subject: expand I-5

I love the way retirees complain and think that buses or rail can solve the problem. They need to 
get out of the house and commute every day. When was the last time a bus or train went 
directly to your place of employment????  

PLEASE expand the freeway! Thanks.  

Joyce Roberts

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for a build alternative is noted.  

01

Response to Joyce Roberts
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749
Janet Robinson        
08/31/2010 12:49 PM  
Subject comments on Interstate 5 EIR EIS 

To Whom It May Concern: These are comments on the Interstate 5 North Construction Corridor 
Project EIR/EIS.
1. This is an utterly pointless project.  The bigger you build the freeway, the more it will become 
jammed up.  Built it and they will come.  The project solves no problems, in the long run, and 
just creates significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated or overridden by greater 
community benefit. In the long run, there will be NO benefit from this project.  I have a hard time 
believing there is one honest engineer that will testify that widening I-5 to 12 or 14 lanes is going 
to solve all our I-5 traffic problems in the long run.   
2. The project failed to look at alternatives such as a real effort at extending the hours and 
frequency of rail, and altering land use patterns to encourage a closer relationship between 
housing and employment nodes.  The land use analysis is therefore inadequate.  
3. Long term air pollution, not just construction based, is a significant, adverse, unmitigateable 
impact. The EIR/EIS must reflect this.  
4. Aesthetics is a significant, adverse, unmitigateable impact, including light pollution and its 
adverse impact on migrating species of various kinds (birds, insects, other)  
5. Community character would be further destroyed - another adverse unmitigateable impact.
We are tired of living in islands surrounded by pavement and completely inhospitable, 
pedestrian unfriendly, dead zones called freeways.  
6. When I-5 is completely full and jammed up after widening it to 14 lanes, what will you do 
next? When will it stop?  When you have completely paved over southern California? More 
lanes will NOT CURE CONGESTION. L.A. is wall to wall freeways -more than anywhere in the 
world.  Has this solved its congestion problem? The problem is weak city councils that refuse to 
deal with the hard issues of land use.  This whole project is destructive and pointless.   

Janet D. Robinson 
772 Corinia Court Encinitas,  
CA  92024
760-632-0494
jdrobin@sbcglobal.net 8/31/10  

08/31/2010 12:49  bcc   
Subject: Comments on Interstate 5 EIR EIS 

To Whom It May Concern: These are comments on the Interstate 5 North Construction Corridor 
Project EIR/EIS. 
1. This is an utterly pointless project.  The bigger you build the freeway, the more it will become 
jammed up.  Built it and they will come. The project solves no problems, in the long run, and just 
creates |significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated or overridden by greater 
community benefit. In the long run, there will be NO benefit from this project.  I have a hard time 
believing there is one honest engineer that will testify that widening I-5 to 12 or 14 lanes is going 
to solve all our I-5 traffic problems in the long run.  
2. The project failed to look at alternatives such as a real effort at extending the hours and 
frequency of rail, and altering land use patterns to encourage a closer relationship between 
housing and employment nodes. The land use analysis is therefore inadequate.  
3. Long term air pollution, not just construction based, is a significant, adverse, unmitigateable 
impact.  The EIR/EIS must reflect this. 

01

02

03
04

05

06

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  With regard to 
potential new traffic generated by the proposed project, the project 
is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial number 
of additional trips.  Improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system and allow the region to work toward complex solutions such 
as changes in land use patterns that take an extended period to 
implement.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential 
for the project to result in increased traffic, referred to as induced 
or latent demand, has been included in project analysis and is 
addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase 
of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project’s improvements, due to a combination of project-specific 
and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the 
proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of additional vehicles 
on the road as a result of project improvements is anticipated to 
be relatively small.  It is acknowledged that the proposed project 
would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would 
result in less congestion than what would occur under the No Build 
alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3,
total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No 
Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with 
this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 

01

Responses to Janet Robinson
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the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic as 
well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the iterative 
nature of transportation improvements.

01
cont.

A comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
for regional growth patterns and to determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of the comprehensive regional planning 
process include the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System” regarding the regional 
transportation planning process and Topical Response “Rail 
Preference” for additional discussion of rail improvements, 
the planning for which is proceeding concurrently with I-5 
improvements.

Altering land use patterns is not within Caltrans’ authority.  This 
is the responsibility of land use planning agencies, such as the 
city and county governments.  Please note, however, that the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) plans for the region 
to trend toward more transportation options, with development 
concentrated around transit stations.  The changes that are 
contemplated in land use planning and alternate transportation 
modes, however, will take many years to come to fruition.  The 
proposed I-5 improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system and allow the region to work toward complex solutions such 
as changes in land use patterns.  Based on current planning and 
modeling projections, roadway improvements are still a necessary 
element of the transportation network.  As a result, the proposed 
project is one element of a multi-agency, multimodal planning 
process for the North Coast Corridor.  The land use analysis in the 
Draft EIR/EIS reflects existing land use patterns and adopted land 
use plans.

02

The issue of project-related long-term air pollution (air quality) 
effects is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As 
described therein, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of 
traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 

03
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03
cont.

lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Accordingly, long-term project air 
quality impacts would not be significant, adverse, or unmitigable.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on project-related air quality issues.

With regard to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact 
of each build alternative would be high.  It is Caltrans’ intent to 
avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project impacts to the extent 
practicable.  To this end, as described in Section 3.7 of the EIR/
EIS, many measures have been identified to address potential 
visual concerns.  Specifically with regard to soundwalls and 
retaining walls, this may include efforts such as the use of 
landscaping, articulated facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall 
combinations), and/or transparent materials to retain desirable 
views (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119,
and 3-7.122).  Furthermore, following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative would reduce the project’s footprint and related impacts 
to local neighborhoods compared to the other build alternatives. 

Additionally, regarding light pollution, with the implementation of 
the Preferred Alternative, as well as planned improvements to other 
forms of transportation (refer to Topical Response “Multimodal 
System”), the projected increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project.  This relatively small 
increase in VMT would likely result in a similarly small increase in 
light pollution.

Potential project-related indirect impacts to wildlife, including 
lighting, are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.21, Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  As noted in Section 3.21.3, indirect impacts 

04
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to threatened and endangered species can result from increased 
lighting, and each of the build alternatives would have incremental 
increases to indirect effects already on the habitat from the current 
configuration of I-5.  Applicable conservation measures include 
the following:

• The Biological Monitor and a Caltrans Project Biologist 
would be available during pre-construction and construction 
phases to review grading plans, address protection of 
sensitive biological resources, monitor ongoing work, and 
maintain communications with the Resident Engineer 
to ensure that issues relating to biological resources are 
appropriately and lawfully managed.

• If nighttime construction is necessary, all lighting used 
at night for project construction (e.g., staging areas, 
equipment storage sites, roadway) would be selectively 
placed and directed onto the roadway or construction site 
and away from sensitive habitats.

04
cont.

Regarding the community character of the I-5 corridor, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those impacts are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.  

With respect to your concerns regarding pedestrian friendly 
options, Caltrans has worked with the City of Encinitas to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including the following: 
(1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at 
San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 
Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 
(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 

05
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(9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas. These 
enhancements, if implemented, would improve current pedestrian 
options.

06

05
cont.

Please refer to response to your Comment 01 with regard to 
existing and future congestion on this portion of the I-5 freeway and 
the regional planning process.  Please note that no one answer 
is appropriate for all segments of our State highway system; 
congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject to specific 
constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are projected to 
be appropriate for this segment of I-5.
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976
Gregg Rolfsmeyer 
11/10/2010 01:36 PM  
Subject: Fw: I-5 expansion  

Honorable Dave Roberts and Christine Kehoe and Caltrans/SANDAG people. 

May name is Gregg Rolfsmeyer and I have lived in Solana Beach for almost 20 years. On 
Monday, November 8th, I attended my first public hearing on the I-5 expansion chaired by 
Senator Kehoe at the Presbyterian Church in Solana Beach. I was interested in hearing first-
hand what the I-5 expansion was all about. I was very impressed with the presentations made 
by Caltrans. I was not as impressed with some of the reactions of citizens in the audience. 

It is obvious that there are very strong feelings from those opposed to this project, but while they 
are vocal, well organized, and obviously well prepared, they represent only a portion of the 
people who will be affected by this project. After listening to speaker after speaker express his 
or her feelings against this, I tried to get a hold card to express my concerns and was told the 
committee was not accepting any more comments. Thus the reason for this e-mail. 

Expansion of I-5 alone will not address the problem of moving people and goods more efficiently 
in San Diego County. Likewise, expansion of the mass transit system won’t either. I take the 
Coaster to the airport or downtown whenever I can, but because of the limitations of its 
schedule, that is not always possible. I also see many out-of-town visitors packing the freeway 
on Friday afternoons and Saturday mornings coming from the north and reversing that pattern 
on Sunday afternoons and evenings. Expansion of mass transit is not going to help that either.  

I was pleased to see the plans to double track the coastal railroad and increase the schedule 
and pleased to see the expansion of mass transit services with addition bus routes and trolleys. 

I was also pleased to see an effort to address the sound issues and aesthetics of our area with 
glass or Plexiglas sound barriers and investigating wall surfaces or ground surfaces to absorb 
some of the sound. 
I understand that the expansion of the freeway will result in some people losing their homes, 
businesses or part of their property. However, when you buy or build next to a freeway, just like 
when you buy or build next to an airport, or me living within a close proximity of the fairgrounds, 
one has to expect at some time we will be impacted by that. 

I like that the plan appears to be interested in expansion of bike/walking paths and improving 
the environment of our lagoons. I hope this is not just talk. 

In general, I like what I heard at the meeting and think Caltrans is on the right “road” and would 
encourage a combination of freeway expansion with mass transit expansion. Much of our 
economy is based on tourists. We need to encourage that. Gridlock does not encourage that. 

I understand that SANDAG appears to be supporting the 8+4 option. I think they are supporting 
that because it appears to have less impact on the environment and people. But I think that is 
short sighted and we need to consider long range. If we pursue the 10+4 option, you are only 
affecting 3 more residences, 3 more acres of coastal wetlands, and 3 more acres of Coastal 
Sage Scrub than if you use the 8+4 option at an additional cost of $400 million more than the 
8+4 with a barrier. Everything else appears to be the same. 

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.   

Your comments are largely consistent with the findings of 
transportation agencies evaluating issues within the North Coast 
Corridor.  Consistent with your comments, the I-5 NCC Project 
is only one aspect of multi-agency, multimodal improvements 
planned for the North Coast Corridor.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
regarding ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit.

In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, 
the project also would benefit the regional economy through 
reductions in projected congestion and gridlock on this major 
shipping and general transportation route.  Traffic volumes on I-5 
have historically increased despite continued increases in gasoline 
prices.  The San Diego Association of Governments 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan indicates that the increased demand will occur 
due to regional population growth, increased goods movement, 
increased economic growth, and greater recreational and tourist 
activity.  As such, without improvements to I-5, traffic conditions 
and the effective movement of people and goods will continue to 
deteriorate.  Please refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.3, Need for the 
Project, and Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
discussion of the need for the project.

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt 
of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
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By adding two additional general purpose lanes, you pretty much have the same travel times in 
the general purpose lanes that we currently have. Adding just the 4 managed lanes just about 
doubles the current travel time in the general purpose lanes. I have seen the results of extreme 
backups on the freeway when people slide over to the coast to take the 101 in an effort to avoid 
the congestion on the freeway. You are putting people on roads and through areas of towns that 
were not designated for that additional traffic. I believe Solana Beach would even like to reduce 
the number of lanes on the 101. I have seen the gridlock on the coast road in Laguna Beach in 
the summer, and I do not want to see people using my residential street as a “cut through” to 
avoid traffic somewhere else. 

Pursuing the 10+4 with a buffer instead of a barrier, only adds 22 more feet to the overall width 
of the freeway, and I think it is important to have the two managed lanes north and southbound. 
I have driven in the carpool lanes on the 405 in Orange and L.A. counties and seen how drivers 
make unsafe lane changes from the carpool lane to the general purpose lanes and back when 
someone in the carpool lane is driving slower than the general traffic flow. 

In conclusion, we are talking about a project that is still two years away from beginning and 
maybe 20+ years away from completion. The current 8 lanes of freeway have served San Diego 
well for the 40 plus years they have been in existence. Lets take the opportunity to develop a 
transit system that will serve us well for the next 40 plus years. 

Thank you for you time, 
Gregg Rolfsmeyer 

01
cont.

smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative would minimize the need for additional right-of-way 
and impacts to adjacent properties.  Also subsequent to the Draft 
EIR/EIS circulation, Caltrans engineers were able to include 
a proposal for completing linkages of the San Diego Bike Lane 
for the entire length of the 27-mile project extent.  It is correct 
that a number of other community enhancement projects that 
would improve bicycle and pedestrian access also are under 
consideration.  Information regarding this effort is included in the 
Final EIR/EIS under Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for information on focused studies 
completed since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010.

You are correct that building the larger alternative could 
provide incrementally better commutes.  Please refer to the 
discussion above, however, regarding benefits expected to 
result from implementation of the Preferred Alternative.  The 
Preferred Alternative was identified as the best balance between 
environmental concerns based on new right-of-way requirements, 
and potential benefits such as reducing the overall project 
impact footprint and associated environmental impacts, and 
implementation of community enhancements.

Consistent with your comment, the Preferred Alternative proposes 
two High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes both north- and 
southbound.

The current planning period is through 2050, which is generally 
consistent with your comment.

01
cont.
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952
John Ross
11/17/2010 11:13 PM  
Subject: I-5 expansion

I am a 35 yr homeowner in Carlsbad Village & I have deep concerns about this issue.  
Here are a few:

Have there been any studies using rail from LA Union Station to San Ysidro?  

Have there been studies for potential locations of rail yards?  

Have studies disproven that the expansion of I-5 will produce 60 to 70 times more pollution than 
maintaining the current level of freight and building rail facilities?

Were Air Quality studies done which include increased emissions & tire particles?  

Have the probable increases in health care costs been studied?  

What are the projected levels of air pollution after the expansion?  

Thanks,   
John Ross  

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Existing rail service is available from Union Station in Los Angeles 
to downtown San Diego, with convenient trolley service to San 
Ysidro.  Although heavy rail does not extend to this southernmost 
point, the existing service is expected to adequately serve the 
ridership wishing to use rail between these points.  Please also 
note that high-speed rail has been considered to serve points north 
to (at least) downtown San Diego.  The number and locations of 
users served and the timing of the project, however, do not make 
it a viable alternative to the currently proposed I-5 improvements.  
According to the California High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 
2012 Business Plan, the high-speed rail segment from San 
Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim is not anticipated to be 
complete until 2029, with the segment from Los Angeles to San 
Diego following later.  This travel mode would be expected to divert 
longer-range travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant 
amount of the peak hour commuters from I-5; therefore, it would 
not be expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service 
in the North Coast Corridor to such an extent that the need to 
widen the I-5 corridor could be eliminated.  With regard to goods 
movement, freight transport by rail currently extends from points 
north to the National City Marine Terminal.

Finally, several alternatives were considered before the build 
alternatives were chosen as the most viable options to meet the 
project’s purpose and need.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives previously 
evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-based alternatives.  
As stated above, the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvements in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Planned Los Angeles-San 

01

Responses to John Ross



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-836

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) railway improvements would 
facilitate both passenger and freight movement through proposed 
and ongoing double-tracking.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System” and “Rail Preference” for 
additional discussions regarding rail.  The current percentage of 
freight moved by truck on I-5 is projected to remain the same as 
current conditions (approximately six percent).

With respect to your concerns on pollution (air quality) levels for the 
proposed project, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, 
Air Quality.  The project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, the project’s implementation 
would result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared to existing conditions.

Regarding comparative air quality analyses for the proposed 
project and the use of rail facilities for freight transportation, as 
noted in the response to your Comment 01, rail improvements 
are expected to occur as part of the multimodal transportation 
system for the North Coast Corridor.  These improvements are 
addressed as part of the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which was 
found to conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP).  SIPs are 
comprehensive plans that describe how an area will attain national 
ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).  Regarding the issues of 
“tire particles,” particulate generation from sources such as vehicle 
tire and wear is included in the assessment of particulate matter 
(PM10 ) generation.

the analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with 
MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 
3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential 
for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a freeway 
are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, 
as noted, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects involving a 
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federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045:  Protection 
of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  
Given the described requirements and the nature of the project to 
maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, and related emissions 
along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated health effects 
(and associated costs) would also be improved over existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on project air quality considerations.
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960
Lois Ruble 
11/14/2010 04:14 AM 
Subject: I-5 Lane Additions, Oceanside to San Diego 

  I completely OPPOSE THIS PROJECT. Adding more and more lanes will never solve the 
problem. Quite the opposite, as all the additional lanes added to freeways in Los Angeles have 
proved. Traffic does not move faster and congestion does not lessen.  

Lois Ruble  
San Marcos, 92078

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take extended time to implement.  The proposed use of High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Additionally, the potential for the project to result in 
increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, has been 
included in project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in 
association with the proposed project’s improvements, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road as a result of project 
improvements is anticipated to be relatively small.

It is acknowledged that the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in less 
congestion than what would occur under the No Build alternative.  
For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total 
southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build 
option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this 
number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 
8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical 
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Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic and 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the iterative nature 
of transportation improvements.

01
cont.
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Responses to Mark Rubins, Sr.

Thank you for your interest in the project.  The Draft EIR/EIS was 
available in area libraries, on the Caltrans website, and on www.
keepsandiegomoving.com, where it continues to be available.

Please refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-4.1a through 2-4.1c, as
well as Section 2.4, Phased Construction, for depictions and 
description of the three construction phases proposed for the 
project.
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961
Betsy Rudee  
11/13/2010 10:33 AM  
Subject: Testimony November 8 San Diego Audubon Society 

My name is Elizabeth Rudee and I live at 1345 Caminito Acento, La Jolla, 92037.  I would like to 
make a statement on behalf of San Diego Audubon Society, as a volunteer member of the 
Society’s Conservation Committee.

San Diego Audubon Society does not support the CalTrans plan to expand I5 by multiple lanes. 
Why do we support the “no build” alternative?  I would call your attention to four points:  
1) In order to meet AB 32 goals of reduced carbon emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, we in San 
Diego County need to reduce vehicle miles.   However, the CalTrans plans just make it more 
convenient to drive more.  

2) The mass transit lanes are a very good step in the right direction, but existing lanes should be 
used for this mass transit purpose.  When we can reduce personal vehicle use, we will not need 
the additional lanes that are proposed.  

3) San Diego Audubon Society strongly urges that the billions of dollars that this project would 
cost, be spent, instead,  on mass transit and on other infrastructure that would reduce our 
dependency on personal carbon-emitting vehicles.

4) There will be needless impacts to the lagoons in the areas of the proposed lane expansions 
along I5, not the least of which will be the greenhouse gasses that would be discharged in the 
construction process.  

In conclusion, San Diego Audubon asks this question:  How are the CalTrans proposals helping 
us support AB32 and fight global climate change?  

Thank you.

01
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding project-related carbon emissions and related 
compliance with California Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32, these issues 
are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change.  This 
section provides an analysis of project-related greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential 
impacts from the project build alternatives.  The proposed High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would provide 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information.  
The project build alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by 
hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  It should also be noted that 
the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the project, along 
with other multimodal solutions, and forecasts a countywide 
reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required 
by CA AB 32 and California Senate Bill 375.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information on 
GHG and related global warming and climate change issues.
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The use of existing general purpose lanes for mass transit is not 
practicable at this time.  The existing and projected congestion 
rates on I-5 indicate that the existing facility is overloaded (and 
will continue to be so for in the foreseeable future) unless it is 
expanded.  In addition, bus rapid transit that might use the 
HOV/Managed Lanes is not fully developed at this time, so 
reliance upon this transportation mode is not currently viable.  
Please note that I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050, which 
would allow the region to work toward complex solutions that take 
extended time to implement.  The project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to 
require improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Based on regional traffic 
projections (refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth”), these 
measures are not a substitute for freeway widening.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit 
options.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

02

Regarding potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons, 
these issues are addressed under the Biological Environment
heading of EIR/EIS Chapter 3,Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.

Based on the analyses in EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 through 3.22,
project-related impacts to biological resources in coastal lagoons 
and related waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into 
the project design, and an extensive mitigation package has been 
developed through coordination efforts with the wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
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and Resource Enhancement Program, project mitigation would be 
part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources that 
would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources than 
a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  It 
should also be noted that, since the circulation of the Draft EIR/
EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six coastal 
lagoons and/or related waterways, with important new information 
provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into 
this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates 
the results of associated technical analyses including biological 
assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic studies and Caltrans interaction 
with lagoon scientists to determine the appropriate bridge lengths 
and channel dimensions that would reduce the level to which 
levees or other man-made features restrict tidal flushing (water 
movement and exchange), and that would maximize the health 
and function of the lagoons.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on 
potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons and related 
protection measures.

Construction-related GHG effects are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6.  Specifically, Section 4.6.4 notes that construction 
GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result of 
material processing, emissions produced by on-site construction 
equipment, and emissions arising from traffic delays due to 
construction.  These emissions will be produced at different 
levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency and 
occurrence can be reduced through innovations in plans and 
specifications and by implementing better traffic management 
during construction phases.  A number of specific measures 
are identified in Section 4.6.4 to address construction-related 
GHG concerns, including such efforts as using low-emission 
equipment and reformulated low-emission diesel fuel.  The GHG 
emissions during construction would be more than offset by the 
decreases in operational emissions, as described in the response 
to your Comment 01.  Please also refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 regarding project compliance with CA AB 32.

03
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835
Tim Rueth
10/06/2010 02:10 PM  
Subject: Several questions regarding the proposed I-5 freeway expansion 

Please consider the following questions:  
1. Why does I-5 need more lanes in North County than I-405 has through LA and Orange 
County?  

2. Emphasizing environmental issues seems to be a driving marketing force in your proposal.
Why then are you advocating adding toll lanes for cars with single occupants, regardless of their 
emission profile?  

3. How can you justify encouraging the doubling of vehicular traffic on I-5 when the levels of 
micro-particulate pollution in surrounding neighborhoods, created by the existing freeway, 
currently reaches or exceeds the recognized levels of safety?  

4. Given state laws and the direct link between the volume of freeway vehicular traffic and 
carbon emissions, how do you justify encouraging doubling the vehicular traffic on I-5?  

5. In context of state and local rules regarding preservation of view corridors, how do you justify 
the use of 40 foot high sound attenuation walls to keep radiated noise below legal levels in the 
neighborhoods?  

Thank you for seriously considering and contemplating these questions and coming to an 
ethical conclusion.  

Regards,
--Tim Rueth Cardiff resident  

01

02

03

04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

In response to your question comparing I-5 in San Diego to I-405 
in LA and Orange County, no one answer is appropriate for all 
segments of our State highway system.  Congested portions of 
I-5 in LA and Orange County are subject to specific constraints in 
that area.  The proposed changes are projected to be appropriate 
for this segment of I-5 and would occur simultaneously with other 
regional efforts to address transportation demand, including 
changes in land use patterns and improvement of public 
transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of projected 
growth in traffic over time and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
regarding the fluid nature of transportation improvements, which 
change over time and can be iterative.

The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lanes is intended to provide incentive for I-5 users to carpool as 
well as to establish a reliable option for carpoolers, transit users, 
and toll-paying Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to reach their 
destination in a timely manner.  Under the proposed project, the 
general purpose lanes would remain available for all motorists, and 
the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes would be available to transit 
vehicles and carpools free of charge.  Value pricing is also proposed 
for the HOV/Managed Lanes, which is an option that provides 
additional highway capacity by allowing SOVs to pay to use the 
HOV/Managed Lanes when extra capacity exists, as approved by 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 574 (2007).  California Senate Bill 
(CA SB) 468 (2011) specifically authorized the establishment of a 
high-occupancy toll program on I-5 to be administered by the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  In addition to the 
traffic flow (and associated air quality), benefits of allowing the use 
of these lanes when capacity exists include revenues from the 
program that would, in turn, be used to improve transit services 
and HOV facilities.  Please refer to Section 1.3.5 in the EIR/EIS for 
additional information and benefits of value pricing.
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Regarding your comment about the “doubling of vehicular traffic 
on I-5,” the proposed project is intended to accommodate the 
increased number of vehicles resulting from regional population 
growth.  The potential for increased vehicular traffic levels to 
result from the proposed project is anticipated to be minimal 
as a result of a number of regional and project strategies and 
improvements designed to reduce the growth in the number of 
vehicle miles traveled and to encourage options to the use of 
Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs).  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional discussion.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the 
lifespan of improvements and the need for ongoing evaluation and 
improvement of transportation facilities.

With respect to project-related micro-particulate (particulate 
matter [PM]) pollution levels, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14,Air Quality.  As described therein for general air quality 
concerns, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  For PM such as dust and diesel exhaust 
particulates, the noted project improvements to traffic operations 
would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared to the 
No Build alternative.  The proposed project would therefore 
comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and is unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  Additionally, based on screening using U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency PM guidance (as described in 
Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality 
Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and the percentage 
of traffic comprised by trucks when comparing build alternatives 
against a no build condition.  A number of measures are also 
identified in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related 
particulate generation (e.g., dust).

Please refer to the response to your Comment 03 above 
regarding project-related traffic volumes and general air quality 
considerations.  Additional information on potential project 
concerns related to carbon emissions is provided in EIR/EIS 
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Section 4.6, Climate Change.  This section provides an analysis 
of associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including a 
quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  As discussed therein and above in this response, the 
project would be expected to result in lower overall air emissions 
(including GHG) compared to existing conditions.  The project build 
alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce buildout carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds of 
tons per day compared to the No Build alternative (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) includes the project along with other multimodal 
solutions and forecasts a countywide reduction in GHG emissions 
to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by CA AB 32 and CA SB 375.
Please also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” for 
additional information on GHG and related global warming and 
climate change issues.

With respect to your concern regarding potential project-related 
visual impacts due to soundwalls, as discussed in Section 3.15.4 
of the EIR/EIS, soundwall heights would range from 8 to 16 feet.  
Visual impacts from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and river 
valleys would be avoided or minimized to the extent practicable, 
based on the project design.  These coastal and water-related 
scenic resources are typically most visible across or below the 
corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would be 
maintained.  Some soundwalls (or sections of soundwalls) have not 
been recommended in part because of impacts to coastal views.  
Where soundwalls would be recommended between viewers east 
of I-5 with views to the west, there is a potential for transparent 
barriers (refer to EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122), so that views would not 
be obstructed.

The 40-foot-tall walls you referred to in your comment are assumed 
to be the proposed retaining walls, which would be utilized to 
minimize property acquisition and biological impacts, to stabilize 
slopes, and to accommodate engineering structures.  As discussed 
in Section 3.7, these walls could range up to 46 feet and visual 
impacts are acknowledged to be potentially substantial.  In an effort 
to minimize impacts, Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number 
of measures to address associated potential visual concerns.  

04
cont.
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Specifically, as depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.125 through 
3-7.134, this may include efforts such as the use of landscaping; 
planting buffers and pockets; and architectural features such as 
pilasters and caps, enhanced surface materials, and integral 
colors that would provide relief from monolithic appearance and 
reduce the apparent scale of the retaining wall.  It is important to 
note, however, that retaining walls would not result in impacts to 
ocean views as well as many other views deemed to be important, 
such as views of lagoons; this is because the retaining walls would 
either be downslope from the freeway or would replace a hillside 
that currently blocks views.  Please note that the loss of an ocean 
view shown on Figure 3-7.78 of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be 
avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112 of this Final EIR/EIS).  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for more 
information regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the 
proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the 
anticipated less than substantial nature of the project’s effects as 
the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

05
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819
Patrick Russell 
10/20/2010 08:56 AM  
Subject: I5 HOV Express Lane EIR Comment 

To Caltrans  
My house located at 652 Poinsettia Park South is between Encinitas blvd and Leucadia Blvd 
located on the east side of the freeway. I am currently 500 feet from the northbound I 5 freeway. 
The proposed project will adversely affect my life due to increased noise traffic. For this reason, 
I am requesting that at a minimum, a 15’-18’ double insulated wall and include landscaping of 
mature 12’ trees. Can you please advise what the plan for noise mitigation on the North I-5 
between Encinitas and Leucadia Blvd that influences the home owners to the east.  

Thank you,
Patrick Russell  
652 Poinsettia Park  
South Encinitas Ca. 92024  

01

Response to Patrick Russell

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related noise and associated quality of life 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and south of Leucadia Boulevard in 
the City of Encinitas (652 Poinsettia Park South).  Project-related 
noise concerns are addressed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/
EIS.  As described therein, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels
(dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners, per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section
3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations, including S686A, S686B, 
S686C, S680, S688 and S692 in the noted area.  All but one of 
these soundwalls are preliminarily recommended for construction 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 37, and 
Table 3.15.24).  S686A would be constructed at a height of 8 feet, 
S686B/C would be constructed at a height of 10 feet, S688 would 
be 16 feet high and S692 would range from 12 to 14 feet in height.  

Soundwall S680 would not be "reasonable" to construct due to the 
estimated construction cost exceeding the "reasonable" allowance 
(Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction cost, 
it exceeds the "reasonable" allowance. If the estimated construction 
cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to the "reasonable" 
allowance, construction of S680 would not be recommended. 

The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to 
reduce traffic-generated noise and to maintain the associated 
quality of life.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise analysis and 
soundwall determinations.

01
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With respect to the use of vegetation to enhance soundwall noise 
abatement, while vegetation can exhibit some noise-absorption 
benefits in situations where substantial vegetation “depth” is 
present (e.g., orchards or wooded areas), vegetation use at 
soundwalls within the generally confined I-5 corridor would not 
notably enhance the effectiveness of these noise-abatement 
structures.

01
cont.
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817
Tammy Russell  
10/21/2010 08:03 AM  
Subject: I-5 Project 

Hello,
Has there been a study to determine the level of smog that will be generated by the increased 
traffic? How much more smog will my community suffer? Do you realize that the quality of our 
life will diminish as a result of this albatross of a project? I live inland north county and would be 
affected by the smog which the ocean breezes will be pushing into my community. I cannot 
believe that we are not looking into mass transit. We need to get out of our box and become 
forward thinkers. What is the problem with mass transit? Why do we need to constantly prove 
that we are behind the times world-wide on this issue?  

Tammy Russell  
tammyrussellrn@yahoo.com

01

02

Responses to Tammy Russell

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related “smog” (ozone) generation and quality 
of life concerns.  With respect to air quality and ozone generation, 
this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As 
described therein, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of 
traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of 
these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding mass transit options.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

With respect to becoming forward thinkers, a comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to address 
regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns and smart growth can, 
however, take extended time to implement.  The proposed project 
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is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor through 2050 as part of this multimodal system.  These 
improvements would allow the time necessary for the region to 
work toward complex solutions, such as smart growth.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard 
to the transportation planning and alternative evaluation process 
undertaken specifically for the North Coast Corridor.

02
cont.
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399
Lynn Salsberg 
08/24/2010 01:16 PM 
Subject: CITIZENCOMMENTFORMFORDRAFTEIR.DOC  

08/24/2010 01:21 PM 
Subject: REPLY.PDF

CITIZEN COMMENT FORM 
CALTRANS DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 
PROPOSED I-5 WIDENING PROJECT 

Planners know (SANDAG admits) that “we can’t build our way out of traffic congestion”.  We 
CAN build healthier safer communities with the dollars (billion plus) if put to growing the existing 
Public Transit System.  Besides the issues of increased pollution from noise, air particulates, 
view destroyers called mitigation, the plan for I-5’s growth is a HORROR awaiting a population 
that is aging. 

At both ends of the life cycle and for all ages in between, effective public transit will transform 
and enhance all our lives positively. 

Please, NO MORE lanes on I-5 between La Jolla and Oceanside! 

USE ALL THINKING SKILLS AND CONSULTANTS ON CATCHING UP TO OTHER GREAT 
CITIES. 

Lynn Salsberg, R.N. 
264 La Barranca Drive 
Solana Beach, CA  92075 
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02

03

04
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Responses to Lynn Salsberg 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing 
congestion along I-5, the project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part 
of a multimodal system.  It is acknowledged that the proposed 
project would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, the project 
would result in less congestion than what would occur under the 
No Build alternative. For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic.

As discussed in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” the 
solution to the transportation needs within the North Coast 
Corridor depends upon improvements to a variety of forms of 
transportation, including rail and bus service.  As noted in your 
comment, mass transit will play a vital role in accommodating 
transportation demand in the North Coast Corridor.  As discussed 
in Topical Response “Mass Transit,” a number of plans are 
under way that will improve mass transit opportunities, including 
significant expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San 
Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) lines, and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access.  
More specifically, 20 transit projects are now in development, and 
20 are currently funded through construction.  In addition, the 
community enhancements included as part of the project would 
represent substantial improvements to bicycle and pedestrian 
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access within the corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Regarding potential project-related noise concerns, and as 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related 
decibel increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater) and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement 
measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol
(and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have 
been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-1.14a through 2-2.14ao, 
now contained in Appendix K, as well as Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

For air quality and particulate matter (PM) concerns, and as 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is 
designed to lower travel times through reductions in traffic 
congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  
Accordingly, project implementation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared to 
existing conditions.  With respect to PM, and based on screening 
using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency PM guidance (as 
described in Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project 
of Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and 
percentage of traffic comprised by trucks when comparing the 
build alternatives against a no build condition.  The proposed 
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project would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic flow as 
described above and would contribute to lower PM emissions when 
compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project would 
therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and would 
be unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
nonattainment of those standards.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on project air 
quality considerations.  A number of measures are also identified in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related particulate 
generation (e.g., dust and vehicle/equipment emissions).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on potential project-related air quality issues.

It is assumed that by “view destroyers called mitigation,” you are 
referring to the use of soundwalls.  Please note that view impacts 
from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would 
be avoided or minimized as a matter of project design.  These 
resources are typically most visible across or below the corridor’s 
large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would be 
maintained, including Los Peñasquitos Lagoon and Torrey Pines 
State Reserve.  Some soundwalls or sections of soundwalls have 
not been recommended in part because of impacts to coastal views.  
Where soundwalls would be recommended between viewers east 
of I-5 with views to the west, there is a potential for transparent 
barriers, so that views would not be obstructed. Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of measures 
to address associated potential visual concerns.  Specifically, as 
depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 
3-7.122,  other measures may include efforts such as the use of 
landscaping, articulated facades, and/or earthen berms (or berm 
and wall combinations).  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for more information regarding potentially 
substantial local visual effects of the proposed improvement. 

With regard to your comment referencing an aging population, 
the current San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) 
growth forecast anticipates a 40 percent increase in the region’s 
population between 2008 and 2050.  Natural population increase 
(births minus deaths) accounts for approximately two-thirds of 
projected growth.

02
cont.
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As discussed in the response to your Comment 01, the proposed 
project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  

As suggested in the comment, Caltrans and the other agencies 
responsible for transportation services within the North Coast 
Corridor and the San Diego region are coordinating their 
transportation efforts to maximize the ability of their combined 
systems to meet the transportation needs of the area.  SANDAG’s 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) for the year 2050 is an 
excellent example of these cooperative efforts and establishes a 
coordinated program for meeting the future transportation needs in 
the San Diego region including the North Coast Corridor.  Although 
the 2050 RTP places considerable emphasis on mass transit in the 
North Coast Corridor, the expansion of mass transit service is not 
sufficient to meet the corridor’s needs.  The RTP concludes that 
the expansion of I-5 in concert with improvements to mass transit 
is an essential element of meeting the projected transportation 
needs in the North Coast Corridor. 
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822
Patricia Sandoval 
Saturday, October 09, 2010 1:25 PM  
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Question: I am considering buying a place on Cape Sebastian Place. Could it be impacted by 
noise by the proposed I-5 Corridor project.  

Thank you so much!

01

Response to Patricia Sandoval

Thank you for your interest in the project.  Regarding potential 
project-related noise concerns in the area west of I-5 and north 
of Manchester Avenue in the City of Encinitas (Cape Sebastian 
Place), as shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2.2-3, Sheets 26 and
27, noise receptor R8.2 is located between I-5 and Cape Sebastian 
Place.  EIR/EIS Table 3.15.17 shows that the existing noise levels 
at this noise receptor are approximately 65 decibels (dBA).  Noise 
levels are projected to increase to 68 dBA without the project or 70 
dBA with the project and no soundwalls.  Changes of three dBA or 
less are generally not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners 
per applicable Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans 
Guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S631, S633, and S635 in the subject area (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 through 28).  As shown in 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.17 and 3.15.18 (refer to noise receptors R8.1 
through R8.7), the listed soundwalls were determined to be both 
“feasible” and “reasonable” under applicable guidelines and are 
recommended for construction.  The use of such noise-abatement 
facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  For 
example, the future noise level with a soundwall at R8.2 would be 
65 dBA, consistent with the existing condition.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

01
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992
Scott Sandoval 
1/09/2010 07:23 PM 
Subject: Expansion

I support the expansion projects on the I-5 NCC:  
• I-5 North Coast Corridor HOV/Managed Lanes Project  
• I-5/SR 56 Interchange Project  
• I-805 Carroll Canyon Road Extension Project  
• I-5 HOV Extension: Lomas Santa Fe Interchange Project  

Please move forward with these projects to benefit all the individuals that use the I-5.  

Thank you for keeping California moving!  

Sincerely,
Scott Sandoval
2928 33rd Street
San Diego, CA 92104

01

01

Response to Scott Sandoval

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your support of the proposed project, as well as the other projects 
you identified, is noted.  Specifically, improvements to the I-5 / 
State Route (SR) 56 Interchange are being addressed as part of 
the I-5 / SR-56 Interchange Project, with a Final EIR/EIS expected 
in late 2013.  The I-805 High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) and 
Carroll Canyon Road Extension Project includes the extension of 
Carroll Canyon Road under I-805, construction of an HOV lane 
in each direction along I-805 from I-5 to Carroll Canyon Road, 
and construction of a northerly direct access ramp (DAR) from 
the Carroll Canyon Road Extension to the HOV lanes.  This will 
complete a continuous 10-mile HOV lane in each direction from 
Mira Mesa Boulevard on I-805 to Manchester Avenue on I-5.  This 
project is under construction and scheduled to open to traffic 
in December 2013.  The I-5 HOV Extension: Lomas Santa Fe 
Interchange Project was completed in 2009.

As you note, each of these improvements do or would support 
better movement between the transportation routes noted and 
contribute to the overall functioning of the North Coast Corridor 
highway system. 
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1002
Barb Sands   
11/07/2010 10:20 PM 
Subject: Citizen Voice - I-5 Widening Proposals 

Public Comment on the I-5 Caltrans Widening Project  

My husband and I chose to live in Encinitas almost 25 years ago for its quality of life, natural 
habitats and safe communities for our children.  

We are, as many of our neighbors in Encinitas, gravely concerned about the proposed widening 
of Interstate 5 and its undisputed negative impact on the health of our families and unforgiving 
environmental destruction both regionally and globally.  

The facts are clear and should be underscored:  

Air, noise and view pollution due to construction and expansion will impact the health of all 
families particularly young children and the elderly; concrete barriers are not the solution  

Widening I-5 will not educate and encourage motorists to use mass transportation or carpooling  

41% of all greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in our County are a result of personal 
transportation  

We are not incentivizing or considering transit alternatives or supporting more bicycling or 
walking

The congestion in areas already expanded continues and has not been relieved  

Building "our way out of congestion" is clearly not the answer.   

We should be leading the country as an example of how best to manage congestion - proposed 
solutions such as smart alternatives (employer carpooling), converting existing highway lanes 
instead of constructing and expanding new lanes as well as electric-powered Coaster service 
should be our best and most collaborative, visionary solutions.  

Therefore, I am requesting and urging SANDAG officials, City Council members, San Diego 
Mayor and County Board of Supervisors to deny approval of the current proposed I-5 widening 
project and infrastructure projects until we can adequately address the topics impacting the lives 
and the environment of our communities and identify leading solutions.  

Sincerely,
Barbara Sands
bsands2@gmail.com  
Leucadia, CA 92024  
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Responses to Barb Sands

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects 
such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS 
includes an evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  Your 
concerns regarding negative health impacts and environmental 
destruction are addressed in the responses below.

Regarding project-related construction and operational air pollution 
(air quality) and associated potential health concerns, these issues 
are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described 
therein, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared to 
existing conditions. 

The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, 
with MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11
and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The 
potential for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a 
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freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed 
project, as noted, would reduce emissions and improve overall 
air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 
13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 
and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the 
nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, 
and related emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated 
that associated health effects would also decrease over existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on potential project-related air quality 
issues and related health concerns.

With respect to potential noise concerns, and as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related noise increases 
would vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 
corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build 
conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement 
measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol
(and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have 
been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-1.14a through 2-2.14ao, 
now contained in Appendix K, as well as Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of 
a build alternative would be high.  The changes to the I-5 right-
of-way are focused and linear in nature, however, and although 
substantial change is discussed for specific locations in Section 3.7

02
cont.
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of the EIR/EIS, modifications to I-5 are not expected to change 
the entire character of the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community 
Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the 
proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the 
less than substantial nature of the project’s effects anticipated as 
the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

02
cont.

With respect to educating and encouraging motorists to use mass 
transportation and carpooling – allocation of funding between 
transportation and education is beyond the purview of Caltrans; 
Caltrans’ responsibility is to use transportation monies provided for 
the upgrade of the State highway system in the most beneficial way 
on those highway facilities.  Additionally, the proposed use of High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes is intended to provide 
incentive for I-5 users to carpool and to establish a reliable option 
for carpoolers to reach their destination in a timely manner.  The 
proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes would also accommodate 
buses, thereby encouraging ridership and potentially helping to 
enhance and expand local bus service.

03

Regarding greenhouse gas (GHG) generation, EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6, Climate Change, provides an analysis of the project’s 
GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential 
impacts from the project build alternatives.  As discussed therein, 
the project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce 
buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  These decreases would be 
the result of the decreased congestion and improved travel times 
along the corridor, as outlined above in the response to your 
Comment 02.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Climate 
Change” for additional information on GHG and related global 
warming and climate change issues.

04

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 

05
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are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass 
transit options as well as Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” 
regarding alternatives evaluated specifically for the I-5 corridor.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes.  Additionally, the proposed 
project is intended to be compatible with mass transit options 
being considered by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) and North County Transit District (NCTD).  

Please also note that a number of community enhancement features 
are identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of 
the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.  Specifically in Encinitas, 
proposed enhancements include the following: (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon 
with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park and 
Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff Drive 
Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; (4) Hall 
Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 
(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 
(9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.   These 
enhancements would improve current pedestrian and bicycle 
circulation options.

05
cont.

Regarding potential concerns from project-related traffic and 
associated congestion along I-5, project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system.  The full benefit of the currently 
proposed project would be realized following the installation of the 
HOV/Managed Lanes.  The use of these proposed lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
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06
cont.

vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  HOV/Managed Lanes can also serve as a strong 
incentive for ridesharing, which can help to manage congestion.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Projected Growth” and 
“Project Lifespan” regarding accommodation of growth and the 
necessarily limited lifespan of transportation improvements, 
respectively.  Although I-5 improvements would not solve all 
congestion issues, as noted in Topical Response “Multimodal 
System,” it would result in necessary upgrades that would work 
in conjunction with similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, 
and bicycle and pedestrian facilities in order to accommodate 
future transportation needs.  It is acknowledged that the proposed 
project would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, the project 
would result in less congestion than what would occur under the 
No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

With regard to supporting alternative transit modes, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 05.

Although I-5 improvements have been identified as part of a 
multimodal solution to existing and projected congestion, it 
constitutes a critical element, as does rail service.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Rail Preference.”  Carpooling is also an 
important element of the I-5 improvement.  Although Caltrans 
cannot direct California employers to require carpooling, carpooling 
is an important option for drivers in the I-5 corridor, now and in 
the future.  The project is proposing additional HOV/Managed 
Lanes so drivers not only have incentives to carpool, but they also 
can rely on carpooling to get to where they are going in a timely 
manner.  Buses can benefit from these lanes as well.

Planning for the North Coast Corridor has been the focus of 
multi-agency review and public outreach since 2000.  Alternative 
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transportation modes have been explored.  The current 
multimodal solutions are presented in the SANDAG 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP), and the environmental effects were 
addressed in the 2050 RTP EIR.  Beyond that, individual project-
specific evaluation has occurred or is occurring for each of the 
specific projects as they are individually brought forward by 
their local agencies, such as the Los Angeles-San Diego-San 
Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) double-tracking projects.  The I-5 NCC 
Project EIR/EIS fully analyzes the environmental issues raised 
for the highway widening.  Caltrans and FHWA decision makers 
are responsible for selecting between the analyzed alternatives 
(including the No Build).

07
cont.
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828
Don Sanford
10/09/2010 12:09 PM  
Subject I-5 project/encinitas 

Greetings,
I currently live at 696 Poinsettia Park South in Encinitas, resident here since 1996.  I understand 
and support the need for enhancing the I-5 corridor from a traffic perspective, but have serious 
concerns of the noise impact to my neighborhood and home.  we are a short distance from the 
freeway, about 500 yards east.  The noise has continually worsened over the past 15 years, and 
at certain times makes being outside very unpleasurable. I would advocate the project more if 
the proposed sound wall barrier covers our entire freeway frontage and is adequate height to 
significantly reduce the traffic noise.  Although the freeway will have a "Los Angeles" character 
of a concrete jungle, at lease the nearby residents can live with some peace in quiet. I would 
also suggest and support significant landscaping and plantings along the corridor to try to help 
maintain some of the unique character offered in North San Diego.  
Thank you for considering my comments and concerns,  

Respectfully,
Don Sanford,
Resident 696 Poinsettia Park South  

01

02

Responses to Don Sanford 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Pursuant to the analysis in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the 
project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA, or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S692 along the noted freeway 
segment.  While S692 was determined not to be “reasonable” 
because the estimated cost exceeds the “reasonable” cost 
allowance, it is preliminarily recommended for construction at a 
height of 12 feet to provide noise abatement for “severely impacted” 
noise receptors (including R11.31 and R11.32, refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36, and Table 3.15.24).  The use of 
such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-
generated noise.  The construction of S692 may not provide a 
discernible noise-abatement benefit for the subject property 
(696 Poinsettia Park South) due to its location approximately 675 
to 900 feet east and southeast of the listed receptors (from review 
of Google Maps), and based on the presence of intervening 
structures, which can provide noise shielding.  S692, however, 
would extend along the entire freeway frontage of the noted 
area except where intervening commercial structures (that would 
provide noise shielding) are present (i.e., between freeway stations 
690+10 and 695+45), and would be constructed at heights ranging 
from 12 to 14 feet (refer to Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.
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02 Regarding the use of landscaping and plantings along the corridor, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of 
measures to address associated potential visual concerns related 
to soundwalls.  Specifically, as depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures
3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122,  this may include such efforts 
as the use of landscaping, articulated facades, earthen berms 
(or berm and wall combinations), and/or transparent materials 
to retain desirable views.  Project landscaping plans would be 
developed as the ongoing design process proceeds and would 
reflect input from sources including Caltrans design standards 
and comments received during public outreach meetings.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for 
more information regarding local visual effects of the proposed 
improvement, as well as why the project is not expected to have 
an adverse effect on regional community character.
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955
Renee Savigliano
11/16/2010 05:55 PM 
Subject: I-5 Comments

I have several comments regarding the proposed 1-5 corridor expansion proposal. As 
taxpayers, and as individuals acutely impacted by any further expansion (several lanes were 
just added in our virtual backyard which has already negatively impacted us), we strongly 
oppose any widening of the freeway.  

We have lived in the Torrey Pines neighborhood overlooking the lagoon between Freeway 5 
and the ocean for 25 years. We are 1/2 mile from the freeway. Subsequent to a Torrey Pines 
tree being removed from the property next door, we now see and hear the freeway. It has 
severely impacted our quality of life and our property value (This is a house that is in the 
approximate $1.5 million+ range along with the rest of the neighborhood). Even when the tree 
next door was smaller many years ago, we never heard the freeway. It is the recent addition of 
the multiple lanes and volume which have changed the impact of the freeway on our home. The 
entire population bordering the Torrey Pines Reserve and lagoon chose this area for its peace 
and tranquility and the freeway is becoming a dominant intrusion into this natural setting. The 
relevant parties are welcome to come to our home and experience the impact, even 1/2 mile 
away.

In addition to the direct impact any expansion will have on our particular property and lifestyle 
(eg no more eating on our deck overlooking the reserve and lagoon without the swoosh of 
freeway noise), we disagree with the expansion as it pertains to poor steward ship of our tax 
dollars. The cost is exorbitant compared to the presumptive benefit. It's not how we want our tax 
dollars spent. If you have the need to spend our tax dollars, develop a viable mass transit 
system. Smaller mass transit vehicles, more frequency and more routes.  

Indulging the population for its unhealthy excesses in commuting does not benefit our 
community in the long term. I loved the person's analogy at one of the meetings who compared 
continually adding lanes to the freeway as comparable to addressing an obese patient's weight 
problems by buying him a bigger belt. Our reliance on cars and the correlated dependence on 
foreign energy is excessive and indulging the commuters will exacerbate the problem. People 
need to change their mentality regarding transportation. This will not happen until circumstances 
force them to do so. If the commute becomes inconvenient, people will resort to flex time, 
telecommuting, etc. Both my husband and I are now working at home and being extremely 
productive. With the innovation of the internet, email, Go to Meeting, cell phones, etc., you can 
work virtually anywhere for many business. We have, for instance, mastered working under a 
palapa at a campground in Catalina and been highly effective. Even when my husband worked 
downtown, he often biked to the Sorrento Valley train station and took the train to work. The 
company partially reimbursed him for his tickets due to a city sponsored program (good and 
wise use of tax dollars!) People will adapt when life becomes inconvenient (as in lengthy 
commutes), which will positively benefit society on many fronts including congestion, pollution, 
accidents, efficient use of time, etc.  

Please listen to our pleas and truly represent the will of the people rather than the industries that 
are pursuing this agenda. (This is coming from someone who was a Washington DC 
attorney/registered lobbyist and feels such entities are not inherently evil and can serve a 
positive social purpose!) Give us assurances that you are giving weight to the general sentiment 

01

02

Responses to Renee Savigliano 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted, with specific 
responses to your individual concerns provided below.

The project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or 
greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures as required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1
of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations, including S543 (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 12 and 13, and Section 3.15).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to 
reduce traffic-generated noise.  Soundwall S543 is currently 
calculated to exceed the "reasonableness" allowance.  If the 
estimated construction cost could not be reduced to less than or 
equal to the "reasonable" allowance, construction of S543 would 
not be recommended.  Regardless, this soundwall would not be 
expected to provide any discernible noise-abatement benefit at the 
subject property (2557 Via Merano) due to the intervening distance 
(approximately 2,000 feet per review of Google Maps) and the 
presence of intervening structures, noise shielding may occur in 
this area.  While project-related noise level increases would vary 
by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would 
be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions.  Changes of three 
dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  As a result, project implementation is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial increase in noise at the subject property, and 
the project is not anticipated to adversely affect property values.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis and 
Topical Response “Property Valuation” for more information 
regarding factors affecting residential property value.

01
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of the population and specific consideration to the enormous number of people who will be 
adversely impacted by any expansion.  

Thank you for your consideration.  
Renee Savigliano  

* * *  
Renee Savigliano International Dynamics LLC  

Asset Management
2557 Via Merano, Del Mar, CA 92014 Tel/Fax 858.792.6132 . Cell 858.337.8903 California 
Licensed Real Estate Broker & Insurance/Annuities  
dba Solid Foundations Insurance Solutions Washington DC Licensed Attorney at Law  

NOTICE: This communication may contain information that is legally privileged, confidential or 
exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, please note that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. Anyone who 
receives this message in error should notify the sender immediately by telephone or by return e-
mail and delete it from his or her computer.

02
cont. 

With regard to spending money for project improvements, 
upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic Highway 
Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.  Please 
reference tracking of TransNet monies (transportation funding 
provided by a half-cent regional sales tax approved by the voters) 
and the TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, 
which was formed to provide a higher level of accountability for 
expenditure of funds, at http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?com
mitteeid=75&fuseaction=committees.detail.  More information 
about the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is 
available at its home page at www.sandag.org.  SANDAG plans 
for the region to trend toward more transportation options, with 
development concentrated around transit stations.  The proposed 
project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal planning 
process for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding public transportation.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for issues related to use of highway funding for public 
transportation options.  

With regard to the promotion or coercion of the use of telecommuting, 
alternate work schedules, etc., programs or mitigation considered 
in an EIR must be practicable for the Lead Agency to implement 
and enforce.  These actions are beyond the purview of Caltrans.  
Please note that pedestrian/bicycle trail improvements do 
constitute part of the project.  Community enhancements were 
developed through coordination efforts with the cities crossed by 
I-5 and are detailed by each city in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North 
Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects. 

This project is being proposed directly in response to an evaluation 
of existing and projected congestion on I-5 and is not being 
proposed by any associated industries.

02



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-868

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

01

01

Responses to Saxony at Encinitas Ranch Homeowners 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Please refer to the responses to your comments below 
for specifics on your concerns.  The letter that is identified as 
Comments 03 through 17 was submitted in various forms by 28 
of the 38 signatories to the petition.  Some letters were edited 
to contain fewer comments.  All letters are included in the public 
record for the project, but only one is reproduced here.
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02

02

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA), or greater, and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S680, S686A, S686B, S686C, 
S688, and S692 along the noted freeway segment (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 37).  All but one of these 
soundwalls have been preliminarily recommended for construction; 
refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.24).  Soundwall S680 would not be 
"reasonable" to construct due to the estimated construction cost 
exceeding the "reasonable" allowance (Table 3.15.24). Cost of 
acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be $636,703 for this wall, 
and when added to the construction cost, it exceeds the "reasonable" 
allowance. If the estimated construction cost could not be reduced 
to less than or equal to the "reasonable" allowance, construction of 
S680 would not be recommended. 

Regarding your request to install soundwalls extending 
continuously between Encinitas and Leucadia boulevards on the 
northbound (east) side of I-5, such facilities would not be supported 
by the noise analysis guidelines summarized above and provided 
in detail in Section 3.15 and the related Noise Study Report (NSR) 
prepared for the project (available for review at: http://www.dot.
ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/TSNoise07.pdf).

Measured (existing) and modeled (future) noise levels along the 
above described freeway segment are represented by noise 
receptors R11.22 through R11.37 (see Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
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cont.

Sheets 34 through 37).  As shown in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23,
existing noise levels at the noted noise receptors range between 
59 and 74 dBA, while future noise levels (with the project and no 
soundwall) range from 62 to 78 dBA.  Accordingly, the project 
would not result in noise levels that exceed 85 decibels as stated 
in this comment.  The listed noise receptors do, however, include a 
number of existing and future noise levels that approach or exceed 
the noted guideline of 67 dBA, while six of these noise receptors 
exhibit future noise levels that meet or exceed the “severely 
impacted” criterion of 75 dBA (i.e. R11.27, R11.29, R11.31, R11.32, 
R11.34 and R11.35).  All of these potentially impacted noise 
receptors were evaluated in the described project noise analysis, 
with abatement identified and recommended in accordance with 
the identified FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Specifically, this 
would include abatement at all five “severely impacted” noise 
receptors, through proposed soundwalls S686A (R11.27), S688 
(R11.29), and S692 (R11.31, R11.32, R11.34, and R11.35).
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04

03 Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The 
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated 
traffic.  Please also refer to the responses below, which address 
your individual concerns. 

With regard to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of 
each build alternative would be high.  There would be some loss 
of views to scenic resources and there are changes to current 
views of the highway right-of-way.  Regarding soundwalls, as 
discussed in Section 3.15.4 of the EIR/EIS, soundwall heights 
would range from 8 to 16 feet.  View impacts from the project 
toward the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided 
or minimized as a matter of project design.  These resources are 
typically most visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon 
and river bridges, and these views would be maintained.  Where 
soundwalls would be recommended between viewers east of I-5 
with views to the west, there is a potential for transparent barriers 
so that views would not be obstructed.  Proposed retaining walls 
would be utilized to minimize property acquisition and biological 
impacts to stabilize slopes and to accommodate engineering 
structures.  As discussed in Section 3.7, these walls could range 
up to 46 feet and, although they would not obstruct views, they 
would result in potentially substantial visual impacts.  In an effort to 
minimize impacts, Section 3.7 identifies a number of measures to 

03

04

05
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05

04
cont.

address associated potential visual concerns.  As depicted on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.125 through 3-7.134, this may include efforts 
such as the use of landscaping; planting buffers and pockets; 
and architectural features such as pilasters and caps, enhanced 
surface materials, and integral colors that would provide relief 
from monolithic appearance and reduce the apparent scale of 
the retaining wall.  Project landscaping plans would be developed 
as the ongoing design process proceeds and would reflect input 
from sources including Caltrans design standards and comments 
received during public outreach meetings. Section 3.7 also notes 
that landscaping would be consistent with the character of adjacent 
community landscape.  For more information regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”  

With regard to the I-5 / State Route (SR-) 56 Interchange, as 
discussed in Section 1.3.7, Other I-5 Projects, improvements to 
the I-5 / SR-56 Interchange are considered a separate project 
from the I-5 NCC Project and required separate environmental 
analysis.  Comments on the I-5 / SR-56 Interchange Project were 
due to Caltrans in July of 2012.

Please refer to the response to Saxony at Encinitas Ranch 
Homeowners Comment 01 regarding projected future noise 
levels and soundwall planning in the subject area.  The noise 
level increase of seven dBA noted in this comment is assumed 
to reflect the seven dBA increase identified for noise receptor 
R11.27 (402 Carmel Creeper Place) in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23.  As 
shown therein, however, the project-related noise level at R11.27 
would be reduced to 71 dBA, or 1 dBA above the No Build level, 
with construction of S686A.  Changes of three dBA or less are 
generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  It 
should also be noted that the remaining noise receptors along the 
described freeway segment associated with soundwalls 686A, 
686B/C, and S688 would exhibit future noise levels of between 
65 and 70 dBA with proposed abatement.  These post-abatement 
future noise levels would range from an increase of one dBA, to 
a reduction of five dBA, relative to existing conditions (refer to 
EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23).
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12

13

14

Regarding your concerns on project-related air quality emissions, 
this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As 
described therein, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of 
traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation, combined with 
the noted requirements to reduce the emissions from individual 
vehicles, would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared with existing conditions.  
Please refer to EIR/EIS Sections 3.14.1 and 3.14.3 for specific 
information on regulatory requirements and existing and projected 
air quality conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on potential project-related 
air quality issues.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies, and Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to mass transit.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

Regarding your concerns on project-generated greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, 
Climate Change.  Specifically, this section provides an analysis of 
GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation of associated 
potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  As discussed 
therein, the project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to 
reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego
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cont.

region by hundreds of tons per day compared with the No Build
alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
on project-related GHG emissions and associated climate 
change issues.

With respect to your concerns on project-related air quality and 
related potential health effects, please refer to the response to 
your Comment 06 above.  As noted therein, the related analysis 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14 concludes that the project would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.

Regarding your concerns about ultrafine particulates, please note 
that ultrafine particulates are defined as those with a diameter 
of less than 100 nanometers (with one nanometer equal to one 
billionth of a meter), and are not regulated under existing air 
quality criteria.  EIR/EIS Section 3.14 analyzes particulate matter 
(PM), including inhalable (PM10) and fine (PM2.5) particulates, and 
concludes that the previously described project improvements to 
traffic operations would contribute to lower PM emissions when 
compared with the No Build alternative.  The proposed project, 
therefore, would comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards
and is unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing nonattainment of those standards.  Additionally, based on 
screening using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
PM guidance (as described in Section 3.14), the proposed 
project is not a Project of Air Quality Concern due to relatively 
low truck volumes and percentage of traffic when comparing build 
alternatives against a No Build condition.  A number of measures 
are also identified in Section 3.14 to control construction-related 
PM generation, including requirements for conformance with 
applicable San Diego Air Pollution Control District and Caltrans 
dust control standards, as well as proper vehicle and equipment 
operation and maintenance.

With respect to your concerns on potential air quality related health 
effects from the proposed project, the analysis in Section 3.14
indicates that there would be an approximately 49 percent decrease 
in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions over base 
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year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions provided in Final 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, 
respectively. T he potential for long-term health effects from living 
in proximity to a freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.
The proposed project, as indicated in the response to your 
Comments 06, 09, and 10, would reduce emissions and improve 
overall air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all 
projects involving a federal action must comply with Executive 
Order 13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the 
nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, 
and related emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that 
associated health effects would also be improved over existing 
conditions.  California Senate Bill (SB) 352 prohibits chiropractors 
from treating allergies and is therefore outside of Caltrans' purview.

Potential impacts to biological resources at the six coastal 
lagoons and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor 
are evaluated under the Biological Environment heading of the 
EIR/EIS.  Based on those analyses, project impacts would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures such as conformance with regulatory requirements and 
related efforts including habitat preservation, restoration, and/
or acquisition.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for information on focused studies completed since 
the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010.  Based on those 
studies, the existing lengths of I-5 crossings at Los Peñasquitos, 
San Dieguito, and Agua Hedionda Lagoons were determined 
to be appropriate, while crossings at San Elijo, Batiquitos, and 
Buena Vista Lagoons are proposed to be lengthened.  Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” also addresses the importance 
of the Transportation Resource and Enhancement Program.  This 
program is being coordinated among the transportation planning 
agencies with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and 
wildlife resource agencies and will address transportation-related 
impacts on a regional scale.  For air quality, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 06.  As described therein, the project 
is designed to reduce traffic congestion and result in lower overall 
air emissions compared to existing conditions.
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EIR/EIS Section 3.21.3, Environmental Consequences, discloses 
that long-term increases in noise levels from the completed project 
might affect wildlife species and, therefore, could be considered 
an indirect affect to sensitive wildlife species.  The study corridor 
is already relatively noisy due to the eight lanes of traffic on I-5 and 
local traffic throughout the corridor.  Ambient noise levels in the 
lagoons vary with distance from the freeway and elevation below 
the freeway.  There is no single standard for determining substantial 
noise effects on all bird species.  Prior studies that have indicated 
a possible noise effect standard for certain species of songbirds 
have not been scientifically shown to be valid for those special 
status species addressed in the EIR/EIS.  Therefore, the existing 
ambient noise levels within the Study Area were compared to the 
predicted noise levels associated with the proposed future (2035) 
vehicle traffic over the five coastal lagoons along the I-5 corridor.  
Under the current existing conditions, noise in excess of 70 dBA 
occurs over various amounts of wetland and upland habitats that 
either support, or have the potential to support, special status bird 
species.  Although population numbers have undergone natural 
fluctuations over the years, these species continue to forage, nest, 
breed, and otherwise consistently occur within suitable habitat 
during the breeding season in areas subjected to a wide range of 
noise levels.  Changes in views are not anticipated to adversely 
affect animal species.

Regarding potential concerns related to freeway improvements 
and associated congestion along I-5, project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system.  With regard to long-term traffic 
congestion, the proposed project would not completely eliminate 
gridlock or bottlenecks.  Nonetheless, the project would result 
in substantially less congestion than would occur under the No 
Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 
3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the 
No Build alternative would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please also refer to 
the responses to your Comments 01 regarding noise, 06 through 
11 regarding air pollution and associated health effects, and 04 
regarding visual concerns.
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 12 regarding 
anticipated impacts to coastal resources.

With regard to potential project-related impacts to homes and 
businesses, it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize 
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system.  As 
described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, 
the proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts 
to existing structures, where possible, by acquiring reduced 
amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint while 
still meeting project objectives.  Where such impacts cannot be 
avoided, affected properties would be subject to an appraisal to 
determine the fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just 
compensation based upon fair market value would be made.  An 
ultimate conclusion regarding property acquisitions would be based 
on the alternative selection of decision makers and final project 
design.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” 
for additional information and Topical Response “Acquisition 
Valuation” regarding the compensation process.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 08 through 14.
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19

17 Substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value.  Please also refer to the responses 
to your Comments 01 and 05 regarding noise, 06 through 11 
regarding air quality, and 04 regarding visual impacts.

Please refer to the response to your Comments 09 through 11 
regarding health concerns.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed 
I-5 modifications on North County and why those effects are not 
expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall 
quality of life in the communities and neighborhoods near the 
highway.   

Your preference for the No Build alternative has been noted.  For 
detailed responses regarding mass transit, greenhouse gases, 
visual concerns, coastal resources, and preserving communities 
and quality of life, please refer to responses to your Comments 07, 
08, 04, 12, and 18 respectively.  
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786
Beth Scerni       
09/16/2010 01:48 PM 
Subject: Comment regarding I-5 Freeway Expansion  

Hi - I have been to some of the meetings and have reviewed the proposed plans for the I-5 
freeway expansion and most everything about it sounds awful. Why would you want to take 
away the beautiful views we have while driving on our freeway? Having lived in LA County 
myself, I can say firsthand that all the freeways up there are still jam packed with traffic even 
with freeway expansion. Please do not make the same mistake in San Diego! It would make 
much more sense to create more accessible and affordable public transportation, like more bus 
routes and stops and more stops for the coaster train. I think a high speed train from San Diego 
to Los Angeles would create more jobs for people long term and even open up opportunities for 
people that live in either city to work in a different area. Is this an "all or nothing" project? I do 
like the idea of improving the freeway over and underpasses with sidewalks and bike lanes. By 
doing that you would create a much safer crossing for people to ride bikes or walk and that 
would provide alternative transportation as well. I like the idea of having pedestrian/bike 
crossings at the train tracks - again open up alternative modes of transportation other than just 
the car. I live right by the freeway and just by doing that, I'm sure I have taken years off my life - 
please do not make it worse by bringing it even closer to my home.  

Thanks for your consideration.   
Beth Scerni
Cardiff by the Sea
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Responses to Beth Scerni

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

With regard to the project’s potential visual effects, Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of each build 
alternative would be high.  Additionally, this section of the EIR/EIS 
contains several figures that depict roadway level visual impacts of 
the project.  Please refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.41 through
3-7.110 for differences between current and proposed views.  
Implementation of the project could block some views of scenic 
resources because noise barriers would be constructed to reduce 
traffic noise.  In many instances, however, project soundwalls or 
retaining walls would be located only on one side of I-5.  Efforts to 
retain desirable views may include the use of transparent materials 
for soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).  In addition, this 
is a linear facility, and views shift as the viewer moves along the 
highway.  Views along the project corridor would continue to be 
a mix of open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, 
and views that are blocked by development or changed due to 
implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, these views would 
be similar to the existing view conditions.  Please refer to the 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvements relative 
to viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial nature of 
project effects anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

Regarding comparisons to traffic in LA County, no one answer is 
appropriate for all segments of our State highway system; congested 
portions of I-5 in LA are subject to specific constraints in that area.  
The proposed changes are projected to be appropriate for this 
segment of I-5, and would occur simultaneously with other regional 
efforts to address transportation demand, including changes 
in land use patterns and improvement of public transportation 
alternatives.  Please refer to Topical Response “Multimodal 
System” for additional information.  Please also refer to Topical 

01
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Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation 
of projected growth in traffic over time, and Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation 
improvements, which change over time and can be iterative. 

01
cont.

02 Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding mass transit options.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.  Comments regarding bus routes and stops 
and Coaster stops would be better directed to the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the North County 
Transit District (NCTD), which are responsible for bus and rail 
planning and service.

With respect to your comment regarding high-speed rail, high-
speed rail is being pursued by rail agencies (rather than Caltrans) 
and the current focus is on the rail segment from San Francisco 
to Los Angeles/Anaheim.  That segment is anticipated to be 
completed by 2029, with the segment from Los Angeles to San 
Diego following later.  Please note, however, that the northern-most 
San Diego County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by 
downtown San Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed by 
this rail line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-
range travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount 
of the peak hour commuters from I-5, and therefore would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast Corridor, which is the purpose of the proposed project.
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The I-5 NCC Project is intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases on the freeway through the design year of 2050.  While 
a number of potential community enhancements that would 
improve bicycle and pedestrian access have been identified (refer 
to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects), they would not, in and of themselves, 
address the project purpose and need.  As train crossings occur 
outside of the I-5 corridor, they are beyond the purview of Caltrans; 
such comments would be better addressed to SANDAG and 
the NCTD.

03
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788
Lori Scheunemann      
09/18/2010 02:59 PM  
Subject: HOV lanes on I-5 corridor in San Diego 

It has come to my attention that plans are to create HOV lanes on I-5 through the San Diego 
North County area. I also have heard that monies collected from the use of the lanes will be 
spent on 'Mass Transit'. I believe this is ridiculous at best. First of all adding hov lanes is a 
waste of tax monies. Regular travel lanes need to be added so that all traffic moves more 
smoothly. This will reduce traffic back ups, keeping all traffic moving reducing the waste of fuel 
and decreasing pollutants. Adding hov lanes will only temporarily reduce any traffic congestion. I 
understand that officials are trying to force drivers into car pools and mass transit but that is just 
not going to happen in this area. We live in a fast paced widely spread out city in a fast paced 
widely spread out state and we are not all going the same place at the same time. The time and 
money involved to create a system of mass transit trains and busses that will work efficiently 
and effectively for the majority of commuters is not practical. The distances travelled and the 
fact that San Diego is spread out far and wide should be proof enough to anyone looking at this 
in a logical manner. Secondly, if hov lanes were created and collecting monies those funds 
should be used to improve roads not to fund unneeded and under utilized trains and busses.  
I personally have been traveling I-5 and the I-805 from the 78 to the San Diego area around I-8 
for over 11 years now. My schedule and the need to keep my vehicle available at work to travel 
to meetings or other work locations prevent any use of mass transit (which is inconveniently 
located anyways) or to car pool. Our tax dollars are at stake here and I believe hov lanes and 
mass transit are the not the best value for our buck. The monies need to be spent on the most 
effective, efficient mode of travel for the busy on the go San Diego commuter and that is 
expanded freeway lanes that are not driver restricted.  
Please use my tax dollars for the benefit of all not just the few.  

01

Response to Lori Scheunemann
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

The proposed High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes 
would be available free of charge to HOVs such as carpools.  
Value pricing is also proposed for the HOV/Managed Lanes, 
which is an option that provides additional highway capacity by 
allowing Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to pay to use the 
HOV/Managed Lanes when extra capacity exists, as approved 
by California Assembly Bill 574 (2007).  California Senate Bill 
468 (2011) specifically authorized the establishment of a high-
occupancy toll program on I-5 to be administered by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG).

The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes is intended to provide 
incentive for I-5 users to carpool and to establish a reliable option for 
carpoolers to reach their destination in a timely manner.  Specifically, 
HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in 
EIR/EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional highway 
capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to 
the environment and surrounding communities.  HOV/Managed 
Lanes also have been demonstrated to result in a decrease of 
traffic when compared to I-5 use without HOV/Managed Lanes.  
Within the project corridor, approximately 13 percent of weekday 
peak period vehicles are HOVs, with this figure anticipated to 
increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, while approximately 
60 percent of vehicles within the project limits during weekend 
peak periods are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1).  Please refer to 
Section 1.3.5 in the EIR/EIS for additional information and benefits 
of value pricing.

Additional general purpose lanes do not provide the certainty in 
travel time that can be attained with HOV/Managed Lanes, which 
are monitored for flow, and which individual-occupant cars can 
also use for a fee.  Alternatives proposing only general purpose 
lanes without HOV/Managed Lanes were screened but did not 
answer projected needs as well as those with the HOV/Managed 
Lanes (see Section 2.6.1 of the EIR/EIS).

01
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Debora Schmidt   
09/07/2010 07:54 AM 
Subject: Comment on I-5 expansion 

To whom it may concern,
Please see my comments below. I have also attached the document if you need it.  
Comments on the I-5 Corridor Expansion Draft Environmental Report I am one of many San 
Diego North County residents whose quality of life will be greatly impacted by this expansion. I 
am opposed to the overall expansion of I-5; this plan is misguided, and is reactionary and not 
visionary. This project does nothing to change the way people commute. As past projects all 
over southern California have shown, by the time the infrastructure is completed it is already at 
or over capacity and has a level F at a cost in the billions of dollars. It is a poor use of land; it 
increases our air emissions, and promotes a continued use of non-renewable fuels in the least 
efficient way.

Why isn’t SANDAG’s “Transit First” concept being proposed on the I-5 corridor project?  

Why isn’t this plan focusing on building a system for public transit use, such as double tracking 
the SPRINTER and the Coaster lines, perhaps even adding a light rail in the I-5 corridor, which 
would take up less room than what is currently being purposed?  

What are we gaining by continuing to build out for single occupancy vehicles (SOV)? Vehicles 
that use a non-renewable source of fuel, that will only increase the particulates emitted, and 
take up much more land than a light rail system would.  
How does this plan help San Diego County comply with AB 32 and SB 375?  

How does this project plan to mitigate the noise when it states in the EIR, that some areas may 
be too costly to put in sound barriers that will actually cut the noise? How can you put a price 
tag on someone’s quality of life? The other factor with the noise pollution is that with the typical 
building of the retaining walls you are now creating a funnel straight up and then the noise 
spreads out, no longer are just the proximity businesses and homes affect but a larger area of 
the community especially if the property is elevated higher than the freeway. How is this noise 
spread going to be mitigated?  

This project proposes the widening of 27 miles of I-5. How do you fix the bottle necks that will be 
created at both ends of this widening? How do you go from 8 lanes to 10 or more and then back 
to 8 lanes? How does this help in improving the traffic congestion?  

California has lost 90% its wetlands and 35% of endangered and threatened plants and animals 
depend on these wetlands in some way. How can this freeway project that will be will close to a 
football field in width spanning across 6 lagoons be mitigated?  

I understand that something needs to be done to accommodate the increased growth of San 
Diego County, however by building mass transit and using smart growth concepts this growth 
can prosper. The SOV should be the secondary consideration. Spend the 3.3 billion dollars that 
is proposed for this project on creating a sustainable place to live.  

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this report.  
Deb Schmidt  
620 W Solana Circle #3A  
Solana Beach CA 92075
858-509-7664
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Responses to Debora Schmidt

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted, with specific 
responses to your individual concerns provided below.

Please note that following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.    

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature, 
and although substantial change is discussed for specific locations 
in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, modifications to 
I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the 
overall quality of life in the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized 
part of northern San Diego County, generally characterized by 
its coastal location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, 
commercial centers and activities, as well as preserves associated 
with coastal lagoons.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community
Character and Cohesion, the increased roadway surfaces and 
landform modification would be within a developed urban area.  
The Preferred Alternative described above has been identified 
to reduce the project’s footprint and related impacts to local 
neighborhood characteristics.  Overall, the project generally 
would improve, rather than adversely impact, recreational facilities 
and would enhance access within the community.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
way of life and why the implementation of new project features 
is not expected to have an adverse effect on regional community 
character or change residents’ way of life.

01



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-885

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” for additional 
discussion regarding ongoing regional transportation planning.  
The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lanes would provide additional highway capacity by increasing the 
number of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  The projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, due to a combination of 
project-specific and regional efforts.  This is anticipated to extend 
the lifespan of project improvements.  It is acknowledged that the 
proposed project would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, 
the project would result in less congestion than what would occur 
under the No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final 
EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 
2030 under the No Build alternative would be approximately 
14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 3,700 hours 
for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives. 
Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” with 
regard to the accommodation of anticipated regional growth and 
to Topical Response “Project Lifespan,” which addresses why 
review of, and improvements to, transportation facilities require an 
ongoing process.

With respect to project-related air emissions, this issue is 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described 
therein, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on potential project-related 
air quality considerations.

With regard to promoting continued use of non-renewable fuels, 
the energy use associated with project construction and operation 

01
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is evaluated in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy.  As described in that 
section, post-construction and operational energy requirements of 
the facility are anticipated to be less than those associated with the 
No Build alternative; the proposed project is anticipated to result 
in a decrease in operational energy consumption by relieving 
congestion and reducing out-of-way travel.

01
cont.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options to meet the project’s 
purpose and need.  Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives previously evaluated for 
the I-5 corridor, including transit-based alternatives.  Please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; 
improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit options. 

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 regarding 
public transit.  Double-tracking of the Coaster and Sprinter 
lines are proposed and are undergoing separate planning and 
environmental review.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives, including light rail, 
previously evaluated for the North Coast Corridor.

The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, the only lanes 
proposed under the Preferred Alternative, would provide additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  These lanes 
also would be available to transit vehicles and carpools (HOVs) free 
of charge.  Value pricing is also proposed for the HOV/Managed 
Lanes, which is an option that provides additional highway capacity 
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by allowing Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to pay to use the 
HOV/Managed Lanes when extra capacity exists, as approved by 
California Assembly Bill (AB) 574 (2007).  California Senate Bill 
(CA SB) 468 (2011) specifically authorized the establishment of 
a high-occupancy toll program on I-5 to be administered by the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  In addition 
to the traffic flow (and associated air quality), benefits of allowing 
the use of these lanes when capacity exists include revenues from 
the program that would be used to improve transit services and 
HOV facilities.  Please refer to Section 1.3.5 in the EIR/EIS for 
additional information and benefits of value pricing.

Regarding the project-related generation of particulates (particulate 
matter [PM]), this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14. As
described therein, based on screening using U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency PM guidance, the proposed project is not a 
Project of Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck volumes 
and percentage of traffic comprised by trucks when comparing 
the build alternatives against a no build condition.  The proposed 
project would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic flow as 
previously described and would contribute to lower PM emissions 
when compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project 
would therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards
and would be unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing nonattainment of those standards.

With regard to the amount of land required for project 
implementation, as noted in response to your Comment 01, the 
Preferred Alternative identified following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, is the smallest of the build 
alternatives proposed in the EIR/EIS and would require the least 
amount of land.  Please refer to the response to your Comment 03 
regarding light rail.

04
cont.

Project-related compliance with CA AB 32 and CA SB 375 is 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change.  This section 
provides an analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
including a quantified evaluation of associated potential impacts 
from the project build alternatives.  As discussed therein, the 
project build alternatives, for example, are estimated to reduce 
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buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region 
by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  It should also be noted that 
SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes 
the project, along with other multimodal solutions and forecasts a 
countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
as required by CA AB 32 and CA SB 375.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information on 
global warming and climate change issues.

05
cont.

Regarding project-related noise concerns, and as discussed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related sound 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement 
facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  

Based on the noted protocol, the following criteria are used to 
determine when an abatement measure is “reasonable” and 
“feasible.”  The “reasonable” determination is basically a cost-
benefit analysis, with associated factors including resident 
acceptance, absolute noise level, build versus existing noise levels, 
environmental impacts of abatement, public and local agency 
input, newly constructed development versus development pre-
dating 1978, and the cost per benefited residence, which entails 
calculating an allowance considered to be a “reasonable” amount 
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of money to spend on abatement per benefited residence.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

It should also be noted that, based on the nature of noise energy, 
noise would not “funnel straight up and then spread out” as stated 
in this comment. That is, soundwalls do not amplify noise or 
direct it over or around soundwall structures.  This conclusion is 
based on two basic considerations:  the behavior of noise energy 
and the associated attenuation of noise energy with distance.  
Specifically, noise from roadway traffic is not one-dimensional but 
rather emanates out from the source in all directions. Accordingly, 
much of the noise energy generated from freeway sources does 
not strike soundwall (or other wall) surfaces and, therefore, is 
unaffected by the walls.  Noise energy that does strike walls is
reflected at an incident angle (i.e., an angle similar to that at which 
the energy struck the wall).  As a result, noise energy that strikes 
a wall and is reflected at very low incident angles can potentially 
result in an increase of overall noise levels at associated receptors 
(i.e., at locations opposite the walls).  The majority of noise energy 
in this scenario, however, would strike the wall and be reflected 
at higher incident angles, such that it would not contribute to an 
increase in associated receptor noise levels.  The portion of this 
noise energy reflected at angles that may potentially be directed 
to more distant receptors would be minor and would be reduced 
by the standard attenuation of roadway noise over distance (i.e., 
a three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance) such that it 
would not substantially contribute to increased noise levels.

06
cont.

With regard to the potential creation of bottlenecks, it should 
be noted that the project is designed to accommodate forecast 
increases in traffic.  The potential for additional traffic on I-5 as 
a result of project improvements is anticipated to be minimal.  
Specifically, the difference in average daily traffic (ADT) between 
the No Build alternative and the 8+4 alternatives would be 
approximately two percent between La Jolla Village Drive and 
Genesee Avenue, and less than five percent between Mission 
Avenue and SR-76.  A project design that would slowly eliminate 
additional lanes and merge them into existing lanes north of the 
proposed improvements would ensure that these areas do not 
result in congestion following project implementation.
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The issues of potential project-related effects to biological 
resources, including wetlands, threatened and endangered 
species, and coastal lagoons, are addressed in the EIR/EIS 
under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, including Sections
3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species.  As 
described therein, project-related impacts to biological resources 
would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been incorporated into the project design and an 
extensive mitigation package for unavoidable impacts to habitats 
and related plant/animal species has been developed through 
coordination efforts with wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as 
shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation would 
be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources 
that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources 
than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of the six coastal 
lagoons and related waterways within the project corridor, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  This evaluation 
incorporates the results of associated technical analyses, including 
biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic studies, and Caltrans 
interaction with lagoon scientists to meet the project objectives of 
determining the appropriate bridge lengths and channel dimensions 
to improve tidal flushing (water movement and exchange), and 
to maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  Please also 
refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list of 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” 
for additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons. 
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Please refer to the response to your Comments 01, 02, and 03, 
which discuss how I-5 improvements are only one element of a 
regional multimodal planning effort intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050.  
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980
Marie Schmitz 
11/10/2010 11:27 AM 
Subject: CalTrans Expansion of Freeway and Taking Private Property  

This project ought to be stopped NOW. To take private property, especially ocean-front 
property, just so people in cars can save a few minutes is ridiculous and wrong.  

Stop the expansion.  

Marie B. Schmitz,
7980 Pat St.,
La Mesa, CA 91942-2548

01

Response to Marie Schmitz

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding potential property acquisition, it is Caltrans’ intention to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system.  Complete avoidance, however, is not always 
possible.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.”  
Please note that although I-5 generally parallels the California 
coast in this area, new right-of-way would not be located along 
the ocean front.  I-5 is set back from the shoreline, with the Coast 
Highway, railroad tracks, and intervening developed uses between 
it and the ocean for the length of this 27-mile segment. 
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863
Fred Schramm  
09/26/2010 06:11 PM  
Subject: I-5

The need to expand I-5 is obvious to those of us who must use this road to travel to/from work 
or to travel within North county.  Your plan is massive and I submit these comments: 1) The 
basic concept of car pool/toll lanes separated by a barrier is not recommended  -the cost is 
$760,000,000 additional as I read your estimates--return in better transport is zero and I see no 
reasonable ROI on the tolls to support the expense.  -the footprint of the buffer road is smaller, 
the capacity is the same as the barrier option, the cost is substantially lower and the buffer is 
more flexible if needs change in the future.  -the multi phase program stretches out into the far 
distant future.  Pick an option and build it as rapidly as possible. The project has something for 
many people---some things like the pedestrian bridge at Del Mar Heights Rd. seem excessive 
and expensive.  The project will be difficult for some local residents but you seem to be sensitive 
to these needs.  Please get this project going.  

01

Response to Fred Schramm

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your perception that improvement is necessary is consistent with 
the assessment of our region’s transportation planning agencies.  
Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative. 

Regarding phasing, the construction period is anticipated to extend 
to the year 2035 for final elements along the 27-mile corridor.  
Because the use of public funds has to be conservatively planned, 
phasing focuses on the most critical upgrades first.  Please 
note, however, that acceleration of specific elements consistent 
with need and funding availability is reviewed as part of overall 
transportation planning in the region.  It is Caltrans’ intent to move 
forward with the project as quickly as possible.

With respect to the Del Mar Heights Road pedestrian bridge, it 
was included as a result of input received from extensive City and 
community outreach and if constructed, would be anticipated to 
encourage both pedestrian and bicycle traffic crossing over I-5 in the 
vicinity of Lower Ridge Road, including opening up non-vehicular 
access to Del Mar Heights Elementary School for students who live 
on the east side of I-5.  Currently, the identified enhancement projects 
in the vicinity of Del Mar Heights include the following: (1) Carmel 
Valley Bike/Pedestrian trail connection; (2) Old Sorrento Valley Road 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail Connections from Carmel Valley 
Road to Carmel Mountain Road; (3) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced 
Trail and Bridge on west side of I-5 at San Dieguito Lagoon; (4)  
Pedestrian Overpass Connection north of Del Mar Heights Road; (5)  
Enhanced Park and Ride at Carmel Valley Road; and (6) I-5 North 
Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of San Diego, intended to provide a 
non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project corridor.  
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713
Bruce Schryver 
08/15/2010 10:53 AM  
Subject Carlsbad I-5 Widening 

I live immediately adjacent to the proposed widening of the freeway and have concerns 
regarding health. Several questions:  
1. The proposed soundwall has been "recommended" but also listed as "not reasonable". What 
exactly does that mean? I understand that it is outside the current budget but will it be built or 
not?
2. If the soundwall were to be built, would it be done before actual lane construction 
commenced or after?  
3. How much of the work would be done during night hours when residents would be expected 
to be sleeping? I know when you resurfaced the freeway, the grinding was done at night, 
precluding adjacent residents from sleep.  
I suffer from severe chronic migraine and have been on disability for some years. Excessive 
noise above current levels would be a severe detriment to my health and likely require me to 
relocate.
Thank you.
Bruce J. Schryver, Ph.D.  

01

02

03

Responses to Bruce Schryver

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding the status of potential project-related soundwalls.  
Because a specific soundwall (or associated geographic location) 
is not identified in this comment, a soundwall-specific response 
cannot be provided.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, however, the following criteria are used to determine when 
an abatement measure is “reasonable and feasible” based on 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.  The “reasonable” 
determination is basically a cost-benefit analysis, with associated 
factors including resident acceptance, absolute noise level, build 
versus existing noise levels, environmental impacts of abatement, 
public and local agency input, newly constructed development 
versus development pre-dating 1978, and the cost per benefited 
residence, which entails calculating an allowance considered 
to be a “reasonable” amount of money to spend on abatement 
per benefited residence.  The “feasibility” of noise abatement is 
basically an engineering concern, with a minimum five decibel 
(dBA) reduction in the future noise level required for an abatement 
measure to be considered “feasible.”  Other considerations in 
the determination of “feasibility” include topography, access 
requirements, other noise sources, and safety considerations.  The 
determination of “feasibility” is made first, with soundwalls identified 
as “feasible,” then evaluated under the described “reasonable” 
criteria.  Generally speaking, if a soundwall is identified as not 
“reasonable” it is typically not recommended for construction.  There 
are circumstances, however, under which a soundwall determined 
not to be “reasonable” may be recommended for construction.  
If, for example, one or more noise receptors associated with an 
identified soundwall would be “severely impacted” by the project 
(e.g., exhibiting a project-related noise level at or above 75 dBA),
noise abatement is required to be considered per Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines, and 
the associated soundwall could be recommended if individual 
abatement at “severely impacted” noise receptors cannot be 
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implemented.  Based on the previous discussion, if a soundwall 
is identified as “recommended” in the EIR/EIS, it is currently 
proposed for construction with final decisions to be made as part 
of the ongoing project design process. 

Please refer to the response to your Comment 05 below for a 
specific discussion of soundwall S750 at the subject property (803 
Spindrift Lane). 

01
cont.

Construction of soundwalls would occur concurrently with 
improvements that would be responsible for creating the need for 
the soundwalls.  Specifically, based on current design information, 
the walls located between La Jolla Village Drive and Palomar 
Airport Road would be constructed between 2020 and 2030, 
while the walls located north of Palomar Airport Road would be 
constructed by 2035.  Thus, the soundwalls would be in place 
before the traffic noise increase would occur.  

02

Regarding project construction schedules and the amount of work 
that could potentially occur during “night hours,” while specific 
construction schedules are not known at this time, some nighttime 
construction would likely occur as indicated in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise.  Construction-related noise generation would be intermittent 
and would vary in intensity.  Specifically, the degree of construction 
noise may vary for different areas of the project site as well as with 
the nature of individual construction activities.  Information on noise
levels for typical construction activities that can be expected in the 
project area can be found at the following website: http://www.fhwa.
dot.gov/environment/noise/handbook/ 09.htm.

Section 3.15.4 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of related 
equipment and administrative noise control measures under 
the discussion of Measures to Minimize Construction Noise, as 
outlined below:

Equipment Noise Control

• Ensure that all equipment items have manufacturers’ 
recommended noise-abatement measures, such as 
mufflers, engine enclosures, and engine vibration isolators 
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intact and operational.  All construction equipment would 
be inspected at periodic intervals to ensure proper 
maintenance and presence of noise control devices.

• Turn off idling equipment.

Administrative Measures

• Implement a construction noise-monitoring program to limit 
impacts.

• Plan noisier operations during times least sensitive to 
receptors.

• Keep noise levels relatively uniform and minimize impulsive
noises.

• Plan rests between construction activities so that noisy
activities are followed by more quiet activities. 

• Maintain good public relations with the community to 
minimize objections to the unavoidable construction 
impacts.  Provide frequent activity updates of all construction 
activities.

During the construction period, contractors would have to comply 
with the above requirements.  These standards have been 
included in text within this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.15, under the 
discussion of “Measures to Minimize Construction Noise.”

03
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770
Bruce J. Schryver      
09/06/2010 11:53 AM  
Subject I-5 Widening Project - Sound Levels

I have taken sound level readings using an ANSI Standard Sound Level Meter and the numbers 
are diametrically opposed to those numbers published in your draft EIR/EIS Page 3.15.37, as 
released to the public. From my determinations, your 2007 study numbers are three years old, 
at best, and do not represent current levels on the roadway and proposed project.  
I don't know where CT came up with your 71 db numbers at the side of my home, Receptor Site 
R14.14, but the noise levels at 2PM on Thursday,  September 2, during non-peak traffic flow 
hours, greatly exceeded those numbers put forth in your survey.  
If you discount the current sound wall, which is what happens if you consider that my bedroom 
window directly faces the freeway, the sound level AVERAGE on the A weighted scale (SLOW) 
is almost 80 db(a) which is 9 db(a) higher than what you show as being measured. 
Understanding that 3 db(a) is a doubling of noise, since sound intensity increase is logarithmic, 
not linear, a 9 db(a) increase is almost 9 times louder than what CalTrans postulated on your 
"measurements" of 71 db.  
Peak noise levels exceed 90 db and higher when motorcycles and trucks using compression 
braking pass by. Granted that is momentary noise, and tested on the the FAST mode, but adds 
to the peak noise nonetheless. And, during peak traffic periods when cars and trucks are 
rumbling, through the noise levels are even higher.  
CalTrans' hypothesis that the noise generation will be only 75 db if the expansion is built without 
a new soundwall is outrageous, and leads to a lack of credibility on the part of residents of 
Harbor Pointe, as well as others who are affected by this proposed project.  How can you 
hypothesize that when the figures are above that now? Were the numbers taken ducking low 
behind the existing soundwall to artificially deflate them?  And at low volume traffic periods? Or 
are these generated by some "model" with absolutely no on-site measurements at all? I find no 
information in the EIR/EIS released that provides your measurement methodology, equipment, 
calibration methods, heights, time of day, traffic flow, vehicle mix (ie, trucks vs, passenger 
vehicles) etc.
What exactly does it mean when you state that the soundwall is "recommended" but "not 
reasonable"? I know that it means you know it's needed, but have inadequate funds for 
construction because CalTrans has not properly forecasted budgetary funding to protect the 
humans living adjacent to the project, due to upward spiraling costs during the long life of this 
project. Maybe some cutbacks in the frivolous layouts shown in BRT stations, fancy sidewalk 
paving patterns or side-by-side pedestrian walkways could compensate for the costs?  
In addition, looking at the numbers presented, it's clear that CalTrans made absolutely no 
allowances for vibration and resonant noise from the vehicular traffic, present and future as well. 
Only those sounds in the 500-10,000 Hz range, which is average human hearing, NOT human 
sensory perception. The vibration from large trucks, resonance and excessive noise above the 
normal traffic flow seem to have eluded the survey completely. Even now our homes shake 
when certain vehicles pass by; do we expect that to actually improve when the traffic lanes are 
closer, and there are more of them?  
I an a Certified Safety Professional and have taken courses in Sound Measurement and 
Management by the National Safety Council. I have over 40 years of experience in safety and 
accident prevention, so I do very well understand the principles of noise reduction and sound 
measurement.  

04

05

06

Regarding the project noise analysis, all noise measurements, 
modeling and related evaluation were conducted in accordance with 
applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements.  Specific information 
on noise analysis methodology, including short- and long-term 
measurement locations, methods, equipment, calibration, traffic, 
atmospheric conditions, and other pertinent considerations, is 
provided in the Noise Study Report (NSR) prepared for the project 
and which can be accessed at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/
Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/TSNoise07.pdf.  Based on the information 
and results contained therein, the related summary analysis of 
project-related noise concerns provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, complies with all applicable requirements and is considered 
accurate and appropriate for the proposed project.

With respect to the assessments of “reasonable” and 
“recommended” for soundwalls, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 above for additional information on the “reasonable 
“ and “feasible” criteria used in the project noise analysis to 
determine soundwall recommendations.  Under this process, and 
as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners, per applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Based on measured and modeled 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations, including S750 at the subject property (803 
Spindrift Lane, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 44,

04

05



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-898

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I would appreciate your input on the above.   
Bruce J. Schryver  
803 Spindrift Lane  
Carlsbad, CA 92011

08/15/2010 10:53 AM  
Subject: Carlsbad I-5 Widening

I live immediately adjacent to the proposed widening of the freeway and have concerns 
regarding health. Several questions:  
1. The proposed soundwall has been "recommended" but also listed as "not reasonable". What 
exactly does that mean? I understand that it is outside the current budget but will it be built or 
not?
2. If the soundwall were to be built, would it be done before actual lane construction 
commenced or after?  
3. How much of the work would be done during night hours when residents would be expected 
to be sleeping? I know when you resurfaced the freeway, the grinding was done at night, 
precluding adjacent residents from sleep.  

I suffer from severe chronic migraine and have been on disability for some years. Excessive 
noise above current levels would be a severe detriment to my health and likely require me to 
relocate.
Thank you.
Bruce J. Schryver, Ph.D.  

Table 3.15.29 and Section 3.15.4).  S750 was determined to be 
“feasible” under the noted guidelines, although it was assessed 
as not “reasonable” because the estimated cost would exceed 
the “reasonable” allowance.  Because a number of the associated 
noise receptors (including R14.14 at 803 Spindrift Lane) would be 
“severely impacted,” (i.e., at or above 75 dBA), however, S750 has 
been preliminarily recommended for construction (refer to EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.30).

05
cont.

Regarding potential project-related vibration effects, please note 
that the purpose of the current environmental review is to evaluate 
the level to which future conditions would vary from existing 
conditions.  The analysis of noise and vibration were conducted
pursuant to associated FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Based 
on the incremental amount of change proposed to this major 
transportation facility, a substantial increase in vibration impacts is 
not anticipated.  As stated in Appendix G of the EIR/EIS, potential 
impacts due to vibration caused by the project were assessed as 
less than significant.  
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805
Bruce Schryver   
10/27/2010 04:27 PM  
Subject:  I-5 Widening Project

1. Why are the noise levels so different than what we measured at your "receptor sites"?  

2. Is it true you did not physically measure noise levels at any "receptor site", but rather use 
computer models to generate data on what noise levels "might be" according to those models?  

3. Is it true that although your EIR/EIS shows soundwalls to be feasible and recommended, 
there is a  
good possibility they will not be built in the Harbor Pointe area due to lack of funds, even if the  
freeway is built as planned?  

4. Federal Highway Administration regulations require action level a when noise exceeds 65 
db(a).
Yet you seem to have overlooked that in current and future planning. Why?  

5. None of the "sound models" take into consideration the noise from compression braking,  
acceleration, heavy trucks, motorcycles and other high noise levels that would become an 
increasing
problem to residents. Why were these not addressed?  

6. The effects of building, dirt, noise and pollution from the project itself have been inadequately  
addressed as to how they will affect residents living near the project. Why?  

7. Temporary taking of land and temporary use of land for Temporary Construction Easements  
(TCE's) has not been discussed in the project plan released to citizens. Why?  

Your response will be appreciated.  

Bruce J. Schryver  
803 Spindrift Lane  
Carlsbad 92011
magnunforc@sbcglobal.net
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Regarding project-related noise measurements, because the 
measurements you conducted were not under Caltrans’ control or 
supervision, an answer to the question of why they differ from the 
project noise measurements cannot be provided.  As described 
above in the response to your Comment 04, all project-related noise 
measurements, modeling and related evaluation were conducted 
in accordance with applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements.

With respect to noise measurements, and as indicated in the 
response to your Comment 04, the project noise analysis included 
short- and long-term noise measurements, as well as noise 
modeling.  Specifically, measured noise levels document the actual 
recorded noise levels that occurred during the measurements, 
were conducted in accordance with applicable FHWA and 
Caltrans standards, and accurately reflect local conditions.  
Future (modeled) noise levels are also based on related FHWA 
and Caltrans guidelines and involve the use of “worst-case” hourly 
noise levels (i.e., free-flowing traffic operating at higher speeds) to 
identify associated maximum noise levels for applicable scenarios 
(i.e., with and without soundwalls; refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.15).

Regarding the status of soundwalls identified for the proposed 
project, including S750 in the vicinity of the subject property (803 
Spindrift Lane), please refer to the response to your Comment 05.

Regarding short-term noise sources such as engine compression 
braking, these sources are not directly considered in noise analyses 
as the related standards are based on maximum hourly average 
noise levels rather than short-term noise event “spikes.”  It should 
also be noted that control of the described types of short-term noise 
sources is not within the purview of Caltrans.  Section 27204 of the 
California Vehicle Code provides the following noise level limits at 
50 feet from the centerline of travel based on gross vehicle weight 
limits (GVWLs): (1) 83 dBA for vehicles manufactured between 
1981 and1988 and over 10,000 pounds GVWL; and (2) 80 dBA for 
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vehicles manufactured after 1987 and over 10,000 pounds GVWL.  
You may wish to contact the California Highway Patrol to request 
stepped up enforcement of the related California Vehicle Code 
restrictions in your area.

10
cont.

With respect to the evaluation of “…building, dirt…and pollution…” 
concerns, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, 
Air Quality, and 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.
Please refer to the responses to your Comments 03 and 05 for the 
discussion of project-related noise effects and analysis.  For general 
long-term air quality related pollution, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in overall lower air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions (including “dirt” or dust 
and particulate matter [PM]).  With respect to short-term air quality 
effects from “dirt” (PM), a number of measures are identified in 
Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related PM generation, 
including required conformance with applicable San Diego Air 
Pollution Control District and Caltrans dust control standards, as 
well as proper vehicle and equipment operation and maintenance.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on project air quality considerations.

EIR/EIS Section 3.10 provides an evaluation of potential water 
quality related pollution in association with the identified build 
alternatives and the No Build alternative. This analysis also
identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
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Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated 
and implemented to address impacts during the planning and 
design, construction, and operational phases.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

11
cont.

12 The preliminary design of the alternatives includes temporary 
construction easements (TCEs) and footing easements from 
a number of the properties adjacent to the freeway.  TCEs are 
included within the project footprint, and are also displayed on 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, in the Final EIR/EIS.  It is 
Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that 
abut the existing highway system through efforts such as adopting 
the Preferred Alternative.  As described in Section 3.4, Community 
Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the proposed project has been designed 
to minimize impacts to existing structures, where possible, 
by acquiring reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the 
grading footprint.

With regard to specific properties, Caltrans is continuing to refine 
the project design and to work to minimize the project’s footprint 
to avoid impacts to properties to the extent possible, including the 
potential need for TCEs.  Further refinement will continue through 
final project design, and final precise numbers and dimensions 
of properties required will not be known until that time.  For more 
information regarding specifics of property acquisition, please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.”
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01

                        November 21, 2010 
Caltrans District Office 
4050 Taylor Street 
San Diego, CA 92110 

Email: I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@dot.ca.gov

Subject: Comments On DEIR For Proposed I-5 Widening Project:  When do you plan to 
stop? 

I would like to know what Caltrans’ plans are to stop expanding I-5? 

I-5 in the Encinitas area currently is overloaded both north and south during rush hours.  
Caltrans  proposes to widen the highway (again) to mitigate this situation.  However, with 
continued growth and increasing urbanization of the San Diego area, this will only help 
for a brief time.  Then the highway will again need to be widened to avoid slow downs. 

When does this stop?  Eventually we need to acknowledge that it is not possible for 
everyone who lives in San Diego to drive their own one-passenger car anywhere they 
want, any time they want to do so without traffic slow downs.  Eventually, we need to 
have incentives for folks to car pool or use public transit. The best incentive is to let the 
overload on the freeway slow things down. 

I currently drive 15 miles on I-5 to work every day.  It takes me 15 minutes and costs 
about ¾ gallon of gas or $2.50.  We have great public transit along the I-5 corridor with 
the bus and the Coaster.  But they take an hour to get me to work and cost about $5.  I 
have no incentive to take public transit and to not drive a one-passenger car on I-5.  
Unless the traffic slows down because of overloaded freeways.

It is time to stop subsidizing single person cars on I-5 by continuing to expand the 
freeway whenever traffic starts to slow down.  When it takes an hour to drive my 15 
miles to work, I’ll take the bus.  Actually, I’ll take the bus when the drive hits 30 minutes 
instead of the current 15 minutes.  Let the traffic give me an incentive to take the bus! 

So back to my question; when will Caltrans stop expanding I-5?  Why not now?  I’d 
appreciate your response to my question. 

Thanks. 

Ken Schultz  
1870 Wilstone Ave. 
Leucadia CA 92024 

01

Response to Ken Schultz

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The proposed North Coast Corridor improvements are intended 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as 
part of a multimodal system and allow the region to work toward 
complex solutions, such as changes in land use patterns, which 
can take extended time to implement.  The potential for “induced” 
or “latent” demand has been included in the project’s analysis 
and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic, as well as 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding limited lifespan of 
transportation improvements.  The I-5 NCC Project is part of the 
larger transportation upgrade being developed for the corridor; 
including double-tracking the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-
San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) lines, and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, 
as well as upgrades to the existing highway system.  These transit 
projects, when combined with the I-5 NCC Project, will provide 
a balanced transportation system for people to travel within and 
through the North Coast Corridor.  The project would include 
HOV/Managed Lanes, which would provide an incentive for 
carpooling or ridesharing by providing such users a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  Therefore, incentives would be built into the 
project such that people would be less inclined to travel by single-
occupant vehicles.  It would not be appropriate for Caltrans, which 
is the State agency formed for the purpose of providing a safe and 
efficient highway system, to intentionally allow I-5 levels of service 
to degrade to unacceptable levels.
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750
Steve Scott      
08/31/2010 04:20 PM  
Subject: I-5 North Coast Corridor Project 

I am in support of the 10+4 Buffer lane alternative provided the project includes i) light rail 
station at the Fairgrounds, ii) a total rework and expansion of the Via de la Valle interchange 
and iii) integration /reconfiguration/realignment of Jimmy Durante blvd to better serve the 
Fairgrounds and the neighboring residents in Del Mar and Solana Beach. I am a 25 year 
resident of Solana Beach and appreciate the new Lomas Santa Fe interchange, the new HOV 
lanes and other improvements made to the I-5 the past few years. That being said the proposed 
I-5 expansion must include the above referenced projects in order to improve the overall vehicle 
circulation, coastal access and quality of life.  

Regards,
Steve Scott

Confidentiality Note: This E-mail is intended only for the person or entity to which it is addressed 
and may contain information that is privileged, confidential or otherwise protected from 
disclosure. Dissemination, distribution or copying of this E-mail or the information herein by 
anyone other than the intended recipient, or employee or agent responsible for delivering the 
message to the intended recipient, is prohibited. If you have received this E-mail in error, please 
call the IT Department of Kilroy Realty Corporation at 310.481.8498 and destroy the original 
message and all copies. 

01 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the 10+4 Buffer alternative with additional 
improvements is noted.  Construction of a transit station at the 
fairgrounds is not proposed as part of the I-5 North Coast Corridor 
project.  Please note that the project is only one element of a 
multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  Rail improvements are being planned 
concurrently with the I-5 effort by the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Rail Preference” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to rail service.

With regard to the Via de la Valle Interchange, the project does 
propose improvements to the I-5 / Via de la Valle Interchange, 
including modified freeway ramps, Via de la Valle undercrossing 
widening, sidewalks on the undercrossing, and detention basins.  
Refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 20.  

Regarding Jimmy Durante Boulevard, the project does not include 
improvements to this local roadway because it is not connected to 
or part of the State highway system.

01

Response to Steve Scott
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683
Andy Sefkow  
07/29/2010 05:59  
Subject: Bicycle Access through I-5 corridor between Hwy 56 and La Jolla Village Drive 
(north-south)01

Response to Andy Sefkow

Thank you for your interest in the project.  Please see Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-3.4a through 2-3.4j in Section 2.3, I-5 North 
Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects, for 
information on the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail.

01
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808
Harriet Seldin  
10/25/2010 08:26 AM cc  
Subject: second request for information 

 Dear Sir or Madam- 

I live in Encinitas, an area that would be heavily impacted by your I-5 expansion plans. You 
supposedly want community input, but I cannot get answers to requests for specifics. There is a 
website with fancy graphs, but no detailed map overlay showing which homes, institutions, 
businesses would be wiped out by the expansion in Encinitas, and what having high walls 
instead of lovely views would do the commuting experience, what it would look like.  

In one of my requests for information, instead of actual information or someone to talk to, I was 
sent a boilerplate emailed response telling me to go to a meeting---a meeting that had taken 
place several weeks before!!!!! It is unrealistic to expect the thousands of people who will be 
impacted by this monstrosity to take off from work and other obligations to attend meetings. 
There should be other ways to have our input considered.  

Most people I speak to think minor changes, such as the addition of another lane or two, might 
alleviate traffic congestion. But the proposed widening in the Encinitas section of I-5 is WAY too 
much. But again, I haven't been allowed to see the specifics. Why is that?  

Harriet Seldin
Encinitas
drhfseldin@aol.com
7650 436-4484

01
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03

Responses to Harriet Seldin 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Caltrans has sought input on the project throughout the design 
process.  Please refer to Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
of the EIR/EIS, which summarizes the extensive public outreach 
program completed for the project.  The purpose of public review 
of the Draft EIR/EIS was to solicit public input on the analyses 
in the published document.  As described in the EIR/EIS, project 
specifics have been refined during the ongoing design process; 
including input from sources such as Caltrans design standards and 
comments received during public outreach meetings.  Please refer 
to Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao (now contained 
in Appendix K) for detailed aerial photographs showing project 
features associated with the 10+4 Buffer alternative, including 
proposed alterations to the right-of-way and related properties 
subject to acquisition.  Please note, however, that following the 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
is identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.   For 
figures associated with the Preferred Alternative, please refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67.  With regard 
to specifics, however, as indicated above, design engineers 
continue to refine the project design and are working to minimize 
the project footprint to the extent possible.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Property Acquisition.” 

With regard to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of each 
build alternative would be high.  There would be some loss of views 
to scenic resources, and there would be modifications to current 
views of the highway right-of-way.  In many instances, however, 
project soundwalls or retaining walls would be located only on one 
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side of I-5.  In addition, this is a linear facility, and views shift as the 
viewer moves along the highway.  Views along the project corridor 
would continue to be a mix of open vistas, including views of the 
ocean and lagoons, and views that are blocked by development or 
changed due to implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, 
these views would be similar to the existing view conditions.  
EIR/EIS Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS also identifies a number of 
measures to address associated potential visual concerns.  
Specifically, as depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 
3-7.119, and 3-7.122, this may include efforts such as the use of 
landscaping, articulated facades, and/or earthen berms (or berm 
and wall combinations).  Additionally, this section of the EIR/EIS 
contains several figures that depict roadway level visual impacts 
of the project.  Please refer to Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for
differences between current and proposed views.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial 
nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer leaves the 
I-5 corridor.

01
cont.

Public input is critical to the environmental process.  Interaction 
between Caltrans and the public can provide valuable information 
that can feed back into project design or raise issues requiring 
additional environmental evaluation.  With their focus on public 
highways, however, Caltrans projects generally affect a large 
number of people.  The numbers of individuals who wish to 
participate in the review process, and the need to be able to track 
and document that input, has lead to development of a process 
that is used for all Caltrans projects.  Individual response to each 
and every comment or data request on an ongoing basis would 
result in an unwieldy and individual process that could result in 
the distribution of inconsistent information or lack of appropriate 
documentation.  Please note that opportunities for public input 
are not restricted to attendance at public meetings.  Although 
those meetings are scheduled for times anticipated to be the 
most convenient for the largest numbers of potential attendees, 
submittal of comments via email (as you have done here) or letter 
is also appropriate.

02
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03 Consistent with your comment, the only through lanes proposed 
as part of the Preferred Alternative are the two High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes in each direction.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 2.6.1, Rejected Build Alternatives, an alternative 
involving the addition of one HOV lane in each direction from 
Del Mar Heights Road to Vandegrift Boulevard was analyzed but 
rejected due to its inability to provide adequate highway capacity to 
meet the year 2020 travel demands within the project’s boundary.  
Detailed description of the proposed project and analysis of 
anticipated environmental impacts was provided in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to the response to your Comments 01 
and 02 with regard to the presentation of information.
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928
Jean Shelton
11/20/2010 10:34 AM  
Subject: I-5 expansion

This project will be outdated before it is complete.  It will detrimentally impact our air quality and 
our wetlands.  I think what we need is high-speed rail similar to what Washington, DC has.  It 
works great, is inexpensive and people use it.  You can usually get any place you want to go.  
Denver, CO and New York City have it, why are we not looking ahead to the future.  What are 
you planning--keep adding lanes forever??  This is NOT the answer, but a band-aid fix in my 
estimation.  

Jean Shelton  
Del Mar  

01

Response to Jean Shelton 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Specific responses to your individual comments are provided 
below.

I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050.  Regarding project-
related air quality concerns, this issue is addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described therein, the 
project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on project air quality considerations.

With respect to potential project-related effects to biological 
resources, including wetlands, these issues are addressed in the 
EIR/EIS under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3,
Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, including 
Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive
Species.  As described in the listed Biological Environment
sections, project-related impacts to biological resources would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been incorporated into the project design and an 
extensive mitigation package for unavoidable impacts to habitats 
(including wetlands) and related plant and animal species has been 
developed through coordination efforts with the wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
and Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project 
mitigation would be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal 
natural resources that would provide greater benefits to corridor-
wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific 
mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that since the 

01
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circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have 
been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of the six coastal lagoons and related waterways within 
the project corridor, with important new information provided in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates the results of 
associated technical analyses, including biological assessments, 
hydrologic/hydraulic studies, and Caltrans interaction with lagoon 
scientists, to maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record 
for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for additional information on potential project-related 
impacts to coastal lagoons. 

In regard to planning for high speed rail service, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  This 
project does not compete with rail improvements; both are integral 
parts of transportation planning for the I-5 corridor.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Furthermore, California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468
requires that construction of all or a portion of the proposed I-5 
expansion must move forward concurrently with multimodal 
projects and environmental mitigation and enhancement projects 
within each phase, as specified in the required PWP/TREP.  Please 
also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and “Rail 
Preference” for additional discussions regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to public transportation.  Specifically with regard 
to high-speed rail, the northern-most San Diego County stop is 
projected to be Escondido, followed by downtown San Diego.  The 
coastal cities would be bypassed by this rail line.  This travel mode 
would be expected to divert longer-range travelers from I-5 but 
would not divert a significant amount of the peak hour commuters 
from I-5, and, therefore, would not be expected to improve the 
peak hour freeway level of service in the North Coast corridor.

01
cont.
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01
cont.

Regarding your reference to Washington D.C., Denver, and New 
York City’s public transit services, no one answer is appropriate 
for all cities or transportation systems.  The dense development 
patterns of these cities, especially Washington D.C. and New York 
City, allow for heavier use of mass transit.  Although San Diego is 
actively working toward increasing the use of such facilities, the 
change is expected to take an extended period; this is because 
of the required extensive efforts from all cities and communities 
involved, as well as changes in land use patterns and changes in 
the way of life for local commuters.

Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan,” which 
addresses why review of, and improvements to, transportation 
facilities require an ongoing process. 
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748
Genie Shenk       
08/31/2010 10:33 AM  
Subject: Citizen Comment/ I-5 Widening Project 

A is for Aesthetics, and that's the first place the EIR goes wrong.  
Are you AWARE that the city of Solana Beach has INVESTED in a beautiful design for the 
brand new I-5 / Lomas Santa Fe underpass?   This plan includes a superb set of colorful mosaic 
walls by artist Mary Lynn Dominguez for the east and west faces, creating a signature 
welcoming experience for those entering and leaving our city. This project is so new it hasn't 
even been completely installed yet,  and here you are already planning to demolish it and 
replace it with a visual monstrosity!  FOR SHAME!  
Are you AWARE that Mary Lynn Dominguez, is a highly respected San Diego artist whose work 
is featured in parks, libraries, hospitals,  as well as street, highway  and airport installations 
(including San Diego International) throughout California?  The Solana Beach project is a SITE 
SPECIFIC LASTING TREASURE and must not be obliterated.  

Respectfully yours,
Genie Shenk
Solana Beach Resident  

01

Response to Genie Shenk

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please note that the I-5 / Lomas Santa Fe Interchange was 
constructed to its ultimate condition in the vicinity of Lomas Santa 
Fe Drive during prior construction, and no major modifications 
would be made to Lomas Santa Fe Drive under the proposed 
project.  Lomas Santa Fe Drive would, in essence, remain in its 
current condition.  Although the project proposes to widen both 
sides of the undercrossing, the existing mosaic design would not 
be impacted by the proposed freeway improvements under any of 
the build alternatives evaluated in the EIR/EIS.

01
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809
Brian/Simone Siebert  
10/23/2010 11:08 AM  
Subject  Freeway Expansion of I-5  

To whom it may concern! 
We strongly oppose the expansion of I-5  and would like to know how you are 
planning to deal with the following issues: 
 - excessive increase of noise?  
- increase of pollution, including nano particle emissions, that are proven to cause asthma and 
lung cancer? 

- schools on the eastside of I-5 that are directly downwind and students of all ages including 5 
year olds are subjected to increased pollution/ noise? 

- this is a huge health concern!-loss of north county's typical coastal character, because of huge 
retaining walls and bridges?-loss of property in several communities?  

We would rather see our tax-dollars spent on improvement of public transportation, a train-
system that would connect our communities and result in less emissions, noise, green house 
gases, traffic congestion. Has this been considered as a valid solution to San Diego's traffic 
problems?

Sincerely,
Brian and Simone Siebert

01

02

03

04

05

Responses to Brian and Simone Siebert 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related noise 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three decibels or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement 
measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol
(and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have 
been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have 
been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

The issues of project-related pollution (air quality), “nano particle 
emissions” (particulate matter [PM]), and related potential health 
effects are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As 
described therein, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation 
would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing conditions.  With 
respect to PM, and based on screening using U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA) PM guidance (as described in 
Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality 
Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and percentage of 

01

02
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traffic comprised by trucks when comparing the build alternatives 
against a no build condition.  The proposed project would improve 
traffic operations by smoothing traffic flow as described above and 
would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared to the No 
Build alternative.  The proposed project, therefore, would comply 
with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and would be unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  A number of measures are also identified in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related particulate 
generation (e.g., dust and vehicle/equipment emissions).

The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, 
with MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11
and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The 
potential for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a 
freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed 
project, as noted, would reduce emissions and improve overall 
air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 
13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks 
and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the 
nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, 
and related emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that 
associated health effects would also be improved over existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on potential project-related air quality 
issues and related health concerns.

02
cont.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 above regarding 
health concerns.

Regarding the potential loss of North County’s “typical coastal 
character,” this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics.  The project site is within the Coastal Zone; therefore it 

03 Please refer to the responses to your Comments 01 and 02 above 
for information regarding noise and pollution (air quality) concerns, 
including potential effects to students.

04
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04
cont.

is subject to applicable requirements of the California Coastal Act.  
Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS notes that the scenic qualities that give 
coastal communities their unique sense of place are highly valued 
by North Coast residents, and similar viewpoints as cited from the 
Coastal Act are expressed in a number of local planning documents 
and ordinances.  The visual changes to the North Coast Corridor 
are focused and linear in nature; although substantial change is 
discussed for specific locations in Section 3.7, modifications to I-5 
(including retaining walls and bridges) are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall visual environment of 
the communities already crossed by this highway.  The I-5 NCC is 
located in a highly urbanized part of northern San Diego County, 
generally characterized by its coastal location, ethnic diversity, 
established neighborhoods, commercial centers and activities, 
as well as preserves associated with coastal lagoons.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for 
additional information.

Regarding property loss, it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/
or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing highway 
system.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition,”  
and to Topical Response “Acquisition Valuation” for information 
regarding property valuation with regards to acquisition.
Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.  Funds 
from the TransNet program, approved by voters, are distributed to 
transportation projects in general.  TransNet monies are divided 
so that approximately one-third each goes to highways, transit and 
local roadways.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

05
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November 21, 2010 
 
Ms. Shay Lynn Harrison 
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
CA Department of Transportation, District 11 
Division of Environmental Analysis 
MS 242 
4050 Taylor Street 
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
Re: Comments on the Interstate 5 (1-5) North Coast Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) /Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
 
Dear Ms. Harrison, 

This letter is in response to the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project (the Project) released to the public 
on July 10, 2010 by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the U.S 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration. 
 
As a resident of Encinitas, I have serious concerns with the Project itself and the associated 
draft EIR/EIS.  I hereby request that Caltrans and the other agencies responsible for the 
document respond to all comments and questions contained in this letter pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA and NEPA.  
 
For the record, it is apparent that regardless of what our city SANDAG representative, Jerome 
Stocks, says or does, he is not listening nor is he affected by the opinions of the Encinitas 
citizens and tax payers he is supposed to be representing. Therefore, he is not doing his job 
and is failing to represent the position of the citizens of the Encinitas. I have a real concern 
about how this whole charade has been played out on the local level and now at the state level. 
How can SANDAG and CALTRANS support something that is not supported by the citizens who 
will be living with this nightmare forever and paying for it for almost as long? This project will 
not solve our traffic issues and will only be a detriment to our communities. After attending 
numerous meetings, the only support was with those that have a vested interest in some 
aspect of the project (ie. Construction, etc…).  Although the project was originally approved by 
the local city councils in 2001, the information is outdated and the cost and scope of the project 
has been drastically altered from a 13 year, 20 mile project costing $516 million dollars to one 
estimated to take 40 years, now over 27 miles, with a price tag of $3.5-4.5 BILLION dollars! Just 
this September, 2010, a San Diego Foundation survey found that only 30%(approx.) supported 
the expansion of roads and highways. 55% of this same group supported the expansion of 
public transit. This clearly demonstrated the lack of citizen support for this project. This survey 
illustrates that the majority of people that voted for the bond did so because they were told it 
was for Public Transportation, not Highway expansion, which does not address the real 
problem. Where is the innovation and vision? How will this improve the quality of life in our 
communities? Why isn’t public transportation the priority especially based on the fact that this 
is what the citizens want? Why aren’t such alternative measures adequately explored in the 

01

02

Responses to Christy Siebert 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Caltrans 
has provided a response to each comment received during the 
public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS in this Final EIR/EIS.  
Please note that comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are intended to 
focus on the environmental adequacy of the studies completed 
for the proposed project.  Although your comments regarding 
the Encinitas representative on the San Diego Association of 
Government (SANDAG) Board are now part of the public record 
as noted above, no response to this portion of your comment is 
provided.

Caltrans’ responsibility is to provide a safe and efficient highway 
system for the citizens of the State as a whole.  TransNet, 
which provides local funding for transportation infrastructure 
improvements, was approved by San Diego region voters in 
2004, and obtained through half-cent local sales tax.  This 
funding is allocated by the SANDAG according to their Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) to improve highways, transit, and local 
roadways.  The I-5 NCC Project is listed in this plan.  Caltrans also 
has conducted extensive public outreach programs, as described 
in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, to solicit public 
input and allow the highway improvements to reflect that input to 
the greatest extent practicable.

Although the proposed I-5 improvements would not solve all traffic 
issues, as noted in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” it 
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would result in necessary upgrades that would work in conjunction 
with similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities, in order to accommodate the breadth of 
future transportation needs.  The project is designed to maintain 
or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system.  The use of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a 
quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic 
congestion during peak periods.  It is indicated that the proposed 
project would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, the project 
would result in less congestion than what would occur under the 
No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

The EIR/EIS discloses that the proposed project would result in 
community and environmental impacts.  Caltrans has worked 
closely with local communities and technical specialists to design 
the improvements to avoid and/or minimize project-related 
community impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 
The Preferred Alternative would reduce the project’s size and 
related impacts to local neighborhoods.  While the Preferred 
Alternative would result in a corresponding reduction of potential 
impacts, it is not always possible to avoid impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

01
cont.
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The North Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part 
of northern San Diego County, generally characterized by its 
coastal location, ethnic diversity, established neighborhoods, 
commercial centers and activities, and preserves associated with 
coastal lagoons.  The increased roadway surfaces and landform 
modification would be within a developed urban area.  As stated 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Character and Cohesion, the 
increased roadway surfaces and landform modification would 
be within a developed urban area.  Overall, the project would 
improve (rather than adversely impact) recreational facilities and 
would enhance access within the community.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential 
effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County communities 
and why those impacts are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.

Regarding support by those who “have vested interest in some 
aspect of the project,” the proposed transportation upgrades (both 
rail and highway) in the North Coast Corridor are the result of 
agency review of existing and proposed congestion and are not 
the result of input by those in the construction industry.  All users 
of I-5 are expected to benefit from the reduced congestion and 
opportunity for more certainty in travel times.

The focus of the project is the 27-mile-long corridor described 
in the EIR/EIS.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 1.2, Purpose for 
the Project, an overall project purpose is to maintain or improve 
existing and future traffic operations in the North Coast Corridor 
in order to improve the safe and efficient regional movement of 
people and goods for the planning design year.  Project scope 
and cost information required by decision makers to compare 
the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts 
of not approving the proposed project, as well as by the public 
in order to complete an informed review, were available at the 
time of public circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for additional information 
regarding the extensive planning and alternative evaluation 
process that led up to the current proposed improvements.

01
cont.
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With regard to the cost of the project, upgrades to this segment of 
the National Strategic Highway Network are important.  In addition 
to maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, the project 
also would benefit the regional economy through reductions 
in projected congestion and gridlock on this major shipping 
and general transportation route.  Caltrans has been working 
throughout the development of the project to balance the benefits 
of various freeway improvements with the direct and indirect costs 
to find the most cost-effective way to achieve the project’s goals.  
As noted in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, Appendix A, I-5 
improvements from the I-5 / I-805 Merge to Vandegrift Boulevard in 
Oceanside are included in the Revenue Constrained Plan.  Monies 
allocated total approximately $3.2 billion. Federal, State, and local 
funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and 
monies are being tracked.  The proposed project is funded in part 
through the Transnet program, a voter-approved half-cent sales tax 
for regional transportation projects in San Diego County.  Tracking 
of TransNet monies can be referenced at www.sandag.org.

With regard to the project implementation time frame, revised 
phasing for the Preferred Alternative was presented in the August 
2012 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and has been incorporated into 
this Final EIR/EIS.  Construction activities are anticipated to occur 
between 2015 and 2035, a 20-year period; these activities would 
not be continuous along the length of the corridor, but rather would 
be phased to minimize disruption.

01
cont.
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02draft EIR/EIS? The Project allocates a massive amount of funds for roads. By default, this 
reduces the amount of funding available for rail, bus rapid transit, bicycle, multi-modal or 
other alternative forms of transportation.  Why was this policy decision made? Have you taken 
into account the recent survey results showing that San Diego residents prefer mass transit 
alternatives to bigger freeways? Why are Transnet funds being allocated disproportionately in 
favor of more roads to the detriment of mass transit funding? Why is the highway being 
pushed through without giving the communities their political right to say no? What happened 
to our democratic process?  
 
Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS address how the LOSSAN rail plans will affect vehicle 
congestion on the freeway? Is the policy that freeway expansion is a last resort to improve the 
flow of people and goods in our region? Or is the policy that the majority of funds will go 
toward roads while projects to encourage alternative travel are denied full funding? Why isn’t 
the plan for double-tracking of rail lines being implemented first? Would this expansion be 
needed if priority was given to double-tracking and other measures to reduce the number of 
cars and trucks on the freeway? Why isn’t Caltrans analyzing various options pursuant to its 
corridor system management plan (CSMP)? Why aren’t improvements being prioritized 
according to an integrated CSMP study? 
 
Up and down the coast, every community has been severed by I-5 and suffered the negative 
affects that come with the Highway. Increasing the impact by further expansion makes no 
sense at all! This is so wrong on so many levels, it’s difficult to know where to begin. As a 
licensed Realtor, I see the negative impact roads and highways have on property values. By 
increasing the highway, those properties that are fortunate enough to be spared condemnation 
but located nearby the highway will almost certainly suffer a negative adjustment in value. In 
addition, properties located on both sides of the highway will have an increased exposure to 
pollution, air and noise as well as visual. This project will also affect properties with views. 
Homes that once had an ocean view will have a view of a wall. What do you think this will do to 
the value of these properties? 
 
Up and down the highway there are roads that have been modified to accommodate the last 
changes that were made to the highway. One of these roads is Piraeus located between La 
Costa Avenue and Leucadia Blvd.  The last change to the highway closed Piraeus southbound at 
Oceanview which has created increased traffic on the smaller residential streets that are also 
the “designated safe school route” for Capri Elementary School. Before it’s  southbound closure 
at Oceanview, Piraeus was very effective at diverting faster moving traffic off the residential 
streets as it fed into the neighborhood streets, the highway, Leucadia Blvd and La Costa Ave. 
This has now created a traffic backup along with other drivers who speed down our safe 
school route looking for the freeway. How will this expansion affect Piraeus? What additional 
impact will there be to our residential neighborhoods? How many other streets along I-5 have 
a similar situation or will be affected by this expansion? Why are potential impacts to traffic on 
roads near the freeway not analyzed and described? Any increase in cars entering and exiting a 
widened freeway will undoubtedly add to the congestion within Encinitas city limits. Why isn’t 
a traffic analysis trip study included in the draft EIR/EIS for each surface street connecting to 
the freeway.  Why isn’t a connectivity study included in the draft EIR/EIS? 
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cont.
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The referenced poll is assumed to refer to the September 14, 2010 
report to The San Diego Foundation reporting the results of a poll 
conducted between August 10 and 18, 2010.  The poll was not 
specific to the I-5 NCC Project.  Rather, when asked which should 
be the highest priority for future investments in transportation in 
San Diego County, 55 percent indicated that it should be for public 
transit and 13 percent indicated that it should be both transit and 
roadways, neither of the options, or didn’t know.  Public information 
provided regarding the TransNet bond clearly indicated that it 
was to be used for a combination of highway, transit, and local 
road projects.

With regard to innovation and vision, please note that the project
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional planning effort.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  A number of 
community enhancement features are identified within the project 
corridor. Please refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS for more details 
regarding these features.  If implemented, these features would 
create and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle 
corridors, connections from pedestrian and bicycle routes to public 
transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  Based on the community 
enhancements, improvement of an existing major facility, and 
additional efforts to avoid and/or minimize project-related impacts 
described in Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects,” the 
implementation of new project features is not expected to have an 
adverse effect on the quality of life in north coastal San Diego. 

All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
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02
cont.

agencies.  TransNet funding approved by San Diego region’s 
voters, and obtained through a half-cent local sales tax, is allocated 
by SANDAG to highways, transit, and local roadways, in roughly 
equal thirds.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.  Following 
the completion of a Corridor System Management Plan (CSMP) 
to address all planned transportation modes, each Lead Agency 
is moving forward with a more detailed review of the portion of 
the system improvements for which it is responsible.  While it has 
been actively involved in the regional multimodal planning effort 
and is supportive of the public transit improvements being planned 
by other agencies, Caltrans is only responsible for implementing 
the I-5 improvements that were identified as necessary through 
the comprehensive regional transportation planning process.  
Please refer to Topical Responses ”Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” regarding the improvements 
planned for the mass transit system, as well as Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding the modal alternatives evaluated 
for the North Coast Corridor.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
there has been continual coordination with the public throughout 
the environmental process to help determine areas of concern, 
the scope of environmental documentation, the level of analysis, 
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and related environmental 
requirements.  The environmental review process is designed to 
provide full disclosure to both the public and governmental decision 
makers regarding potential environmental effects of a proposed 
project.  Additionally, there have been many opportunities for public 
comment, including local outreach that occurred over several 
years.  Outreach efforts to solicit input from the public and critical 
resource agencies started early in the process.  Specifically, in 
early 2004, preliminary scoping meetings were held in the Cities 
of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Oceanside, San Diego, and Solana Beach 
before circulating the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice 
of Intent regarding the EIS.  Two separate newsletters were sent 
and made available to addresses within one mile (east or west) 
of I-5 between the northern and southern ends of the project.  
Also since 2004, and in an effort to update interested parties and 
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the public as a whole on the project status, Caltrans staff have 
attended meetings, conducted surveys, and presented handouts 
and mailers.  Presentations have been made to local communities 
and planning groups, homeowners associations, chambers of 
commerce, city councils, and local politician-sponsored meetings.  
The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated for an extended public review 
period, between July 8, 2010 and November 22, 2010, during 
which public meetings were held in each of the cities along the 
corridor.  Input from all of these efforts has been considered in 
the project planning and design process.  Accordingly, the Draft 
EIR/EIS and Final EIR/EIS fulfill requirements of both the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) with regard to the adequacy of public review.

Please also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” 
regarding the planning outreach for the overall regional 
transportation planning effort.  The lead agencies for the project 
are Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), 
which are responsible for the State and federal highway systems 
as a whole; as such, they have the responsibility for ultimately 
selecting an alternative.

Please refer to Topical Response “Rail Preference,” which 
describes the various alternative transportation improvements 
planned for the I-5 Corridor, including the Los Angeles-San Diego-
San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy-rail line, in addition to the I-5
NCC Project. As noted in the response to your Comment 02, all 
elements of multimodal improvement are needed for the North 
Coast Corridor to work at peak efficiency and each Lead Agency is 
moving forward with planning the portion of the system for which it 
is responsible, consistent with the CSMP.  As described in EIR/EIS 
Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative, double-tracking of the LOSSAN 
rail line was assumed to occur regardless of whether the I-5 NCC 
Project is implemented.  Even with the proposed double-tracking 
of the rail line and increasing the number and capacity of the 
trains, the daily 2030 projection of riders is less than 30,000 (refer 
to EIR/EIS Section 1.4, History and Background).  Unacceptable 
levels of congestion, therefore, would occur on I-5 even with the 
rail improvements, as shown in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.6.3 through 
3.6.5.  With regard to the timing of improvements, California 
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Senate Bill (CA SB) 468 requires concurrent completion of rail and 
highway improvements where crossing lagoons, unless phasing 
would result in an environmentally superior outcome.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
impacts to the communities within the I-5 North Coast Corridor.  It 
is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
(including open space and residential neighborhoods) that abut 
an existing highway system during improvements to that highway.  
Because an existing facility is being improved, however, avoidance 
is not always possible.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, the 
proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts, where 
possible, by acquiring reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting 
the grading footprint in order to minimize impacts to adjacent 
properties while still meeting project objectives.  As referenced 
in the response to your Comment 02, a series of community 
enhancements, which would improve connectivity (e.g., through 
enhanced bike and pedestrian bridges) between communities 
previously severed by I-5, also has been identified.

Based on discussion provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, substantial 
adverse impacts to local property values overall are not anticipated 
from project implementation, in part because of the implementation 
of project-related community enhancements.  Specifically with 
regard to Encinitas, Caltrans has worked with the city to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including the following: 
(1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San 
Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park 
and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff Drive 
Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; (4) Hall Park 
Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting Santa 
Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail 
Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union 
Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union 
Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 North 
Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value,
including noise, air quality, and visual issues, among others.  
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As indicated therein, increased accessibility tends to increase 
property values with increased access for commuter and shopping 
trips.  It should be noted that in many cases, proposed project 
noise mitigation may reduce noise levels at nearby homes to 
lower levels than are currently experienced and/or lower than 
expected future noise levels without the project (refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations”).  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, and discussed in Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants,” the project would maintain or reduce 
travel time through a reduction in congestion along the I-5 corridor.  
As a result, air quality and associated health risk impacts within 
the San Diego Air Basin associated with traffic congestion during 
project operations would be improved over existing conditions.  
With regard to the impacts of soundwalls on ocean views and other 
visual considerations, EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics,
identifies a number of measures to address associated potential 
visual concerns.  Specifically, as depicted on Figure 3-7.122,  this 
may include the use of transparent materials to retain desirable 
westward views for properties east of the freeway.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for more information 
on this issue.

With regard to Piraeus Street, modifications are proposed at La 
Costa Avenue that would positively affect the northern end of 
Piraeus Street and access to the existing park and ride facility at 
the interchange, as shown in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2.2-3, Sheet 
40, in Chapter 2, Project Description.  Under existing conditions, 
three signals are located close to each other in this area.  The 
most recent design proposes the removal of the traffic signal at the 
park and ride driveway, with left turns out of the park and ride to be 
prohibited.  Left turns into the park and ride lot would be allowed 
but not controlled.  Removing the signal at the driveway would 
improve the spacing between the nearby intersections, provide 
more stacking area between the intersections, and allow for 
better overall signal timing and coordination and improved traffic 
operations along La Costa Avenue.  Under this design, users who 
currently turn left out of the park and ride to travel east on La Costa 
Avenue would be re-routed to the west on La Costa Avenue, and 
would then make a U-turn at the La Costa Avenue/Southbound 
Ramps Intersection to access eastbound La Costa Avenue.
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A portion of the roadway near Leucadia Boulevard would be slightly 
re-aligned to accommodate the proposed freeway widening and 
reconfiguration of the Leucadia Boulevard Interchange.  Part of 
the proposed Leucadia Boulevard Interchange improvements
would include eliminating the existing one-way segment of Piraeus 
Street between Leucadia Boulevard and Ocean View Avenue, and 
re-striping this segment for two-way travel, thus providing direct 
access to Leucadia Boulevard from Piraeus Street.  This would 
result in the existing on-ramp connection being removed from 
Piraeus Street, and a new northbound on-ramp being constructed 
west of Piraeus Street. These improvements would restore 
the access changes that were implemented in the last round of 
highway improvements noted in this comment.

Other changes to local roads required by the I-5 NCC Project
are described in Chapter 2.1, Project Description.  The traffic 
implications of these proposed changes on local roads and 
intersections are addressed in Draft Technical Report No. 6, 
Interchange Operations Report, and Draft Technical Report No. 7,
Direct Access Ramp / Local Circulation System Operations Report.

With regard to increased congestion within the City of Encinitas, 
the role of Caltrans is not to project, restrict, or cause future 
growth; rather, its role is to ensure the provision of a safe, 
efficient, reliable highway system that accommodates the growth 
anticipated by these local and regional planning agencies.  Based 
on the analysis in Section 4.3, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), of 
the November 2008 I-5 North Coast Freeway Operations Report 
(available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/
TS/TSTrafficJuly2010.pdf), the addition of four (maximum) 
HOV/Managed Lanes (express lanes) is expected to increase total 
VMT an additional four percent above the No Build alternative.  
This increase is associated with the additional forecasted traffic 
that more lanes can provide.  The increases in freeway VMT 
would be accompanied by decreases in VMT along regional 
arterials, including total projected reductions of 10 to 15 percent 
on El Camino Real and Pacific Coast Highway, respectively, both 
of which extend through the City of Encinitas (refer to CSMP 
Figure 8.26, available at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-
5NCC/TS/TSTrafficJuly2010.pdf).  It is unclear from this comment 
what a “connectivity” study would involve; however, it should be 
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How will you address the impact on the environmentally sensitive areas like the Buena Vista 
Lagoon, Agua Hedionda Lagoon, Batiquitos Lagoon, San Elijo Lagoon, San Dieguito River 
Mouth, Carmel Valley, and the Torrey Pines area to name a few? I attended a recent meeting 
where the President of the local chapter of the Audubon Society voiced that they DID NOT 
support this plan. I have also read and heard representatives from the Sierra Club who are also 
not in favor of this plan. How will you protect our natural resources and insure that these areas 
are not damaged or negatively impacted by not only the construction, but the finished 
product? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain an analysis of adverse impacts to wildlife? 
How will the Project impact the visual and scenic corridor around the Reserve? Will wetlands 
be lost as a result of the Project? If so, what mitigation measures are proposed? How is the 
Project consistent with the City of Encinitas’ goal of preserving prime agricultural lands? Why 
doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain an analysis of the impacts to the Lagoon and adjoining open 
space and agricultural lands that currently provide existing wildlife corridors? How is the loss 
of 18.5 acres of prime agricultural land in the coastal zone consistent with the City’s Local 
Coastal Program? Will this project adversely impact Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
as defined in the Sections 30233 & 30240 of the Coastal Act? If so, what is the proposed 
mitigation plan? Does the draft EIR/EIS take into consideration the effects of predicted sea 
level rise and corresponding loss of upland refugia the Project would entail? Does the Project 
follow the State’s guidance on Sea Level Rise for sensitive coastal resources? Will the Park and 
Ride and DAR result in increased traffic along Manchester? Will this create additional impacts 
to the sensitive habitat of the San Elijo Lagoon? Will the Park and Ride be lit? What impacts 
will this have on wildlife? What impacts will construction activities have on wildlife? What 
impacts will storm water runoff have on the Lagoon? What impact will a wider freeway have 
on runoff volume? What impacts will increase noise levels have on wildlife and hikers? What 
impacts will increase air pollutants have on wildlife and vegetation and hikers? 
 
Has Caltrans given serious consideration to the greenhouse gas emission targets set by the 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain a 
discussion of how this freeway expansion will allow our region to comply with emission 
reduction targets for our region? What data have you studied showing that more freeway lanes 
will lower emission levels? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS address the issue of induced 
demand? Why are you building more freeway lanes when studies show that they inevitably 
become congested within a short time period? Why aren’t we allocating funds toward long-
term solutions to reduce congestion such as comprehensive mass transit? 
 
The “no-build” alternative should include a discussion of all the various transit projects that 
are planned for the region and the impact they will have on need and demand as they are 
completed. This should include a discussion of existing planned rail, bus, multi-modal, bikeway 
and pedestrian improvements. It should also include a discussion of the impact of reallocating 
funds in whole or in part to these other projects. Could one or more or a combination of these 
other strategies move people and goods better than any of the four proposed freeway 
expansion plans? Would these alternatives cost less? Would they lead to less environmental 
damage? The draft EIR/EIS fails to provide the data and analysis to quantify how these 
alternative strategies can contribute to meeting long-term transit needs. 
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noted that Caltrans is coordinating with federal, State, and local 
agencies to provide efficient integration of the freeway system and 
connecting facilities.

Regarding your concerns on project-related effects to sensitive 
resources such as coastal lagoons and associated habitats 
and wildlife, these issues are addressed in the EIR/EIS under 
the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures (including Sections 3.17,
Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species).  As 
described therein, project-related impacts to biological resources 
(including sensitive habitats and wildlife) would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures.  
Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have 
been incorporated into the project design, and an extensive 
mitigation package for unavoidable impacts to habitats and 
related plant and animal species has been developed in concert 
with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of the six coastal lagoons and related waterways within 
the project corridor, with important new information provided in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates the results 
of associated technical analyses including biological assessments, 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies, and Caltrans’ interaction with 
lagoon scientists; the studies were intended to meet the project 
objectives, determine the appropriate bridge lengths and channel 
dimensions to improve tidal flushing (water movement and 
exchange), and maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a 
list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” 
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for additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons and related habitats and wildlife.  In addition to the 
measures noted above, the Environmental Commitments Record 
identifies a number features to address potential wildlife concerns, 
such as the noted increase in bridge lengths, creation of dedicated 
benches or trails for wildlife use, installation of barriers (fencing) 
and signs along pedestrian and bicycle trails to discourage users 
from leaving the trails, and the potential modification of existing 
bridge support structures to create a more “open” environment 
under the bridge span.  Please note that potential adverse impacts 
to wildlife are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.20, Animal Species,
and 3.21, Threatened and Endangered Species.

With regard to views of and/or from the Torrey Pines State Park 
Reserve, Figure 3-7.6 of the EIR/EIS shows a distant view of the 
ocean and Los Peñasquitos Lagoon from northbound I-5, and 
Figure 3-7.7 provides a distant view of I-5 from the Reserve.  
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 10 through 12, show that 
no soundwalls are proposed adjacent to the Reserve that would 
affect scenic views; therefore, visual impacts to scenic views of 
Torrey Pines State Park Reserve are not anticipated to result 
from soundwall implementation.  For more information regarding 
visual effects of the proposed improvement, please refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

Regarding your concerns on project-related impacts to wetland 
habitats, and pursuant to the updated lagoon and related studies 
described above in the response to your Comment 08, the 
proposed project would result in impacts to wetland habitats.  The 
mitigation package noted above in the response to your Comment 
08 would involve the establishment of wetland habitat, in addition 
to preservation and enhancement efforts, to comply with regulatory 
“no net loss” requirements (refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.17).
Additional discussion regarding wetland impacts and mitigation is 
provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.18, Wetlands and Other Waters.

As stated in Section 3.3, Farmlands/Agricultural Lands, of the 
EIR/EIS, the protection of agricultural lands in Encinitas is outlined 
in the Resource Management Element of the General Plan and 
the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan.  Goal 11 of the Resource 
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Management Element recognizes the important contribution of 
agricultural and horticultural land uses in the local economy and 
places emphasis on the need to maintain these activities.  Goal 
12 states the City would encourage the preservation of “prime” 
agricultural lands within the Encinitas Ranch Planning Area west 
of El Camino Real. All four build alternatives include the San 
Elijo Multi-use Facility and Manchester Avenue Direct Access 
Ramp (DAR), which would affect active agricultural fields east of 
and adjacent to I-5, including encroachment into approximately 
18.5 acres of an approximately 30.5-acre area of Prime agricultural 
land actively farmed.  Coordination between SANDAG, Caltrans, 
and the land owner is underway to determine the possibility of 
continuing agricultural operations in the remaining area.  The edges 
of several parcels that house greenhouse and nursery operations 
would also be impacted by the roadway widening but would not 
preclude continued operations of the businesses at these sites.  
Wherever possible, the proposed project’s alternatives followed 
the existing I-5 alignment to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
farmlands and agricultural lands.  Impacts would be mitigated 
pursuant to the Agricultural Resource Impact Mitigation Fee 
program developed as part of the PWP/TREP.  The fee would 
provide a number of new opportunities to preserve and maintain 
a variety of agricultural resources and activities in the corridor.  
Nevertheless, Section 3.1, Land Use, of the EIR/EIS recognizes 
that all four build alternatives are potentially inconsistent with 
Goal 12 of the Resource Management Element of the City of 
Encinitas General Plan.

Section 3.1 of the EIR/EIS also states that, while the proposed 
project has the potential to be inconsistent with several community 
and general plan element policies, these inconsistencies are not 
considered to be adverse.  The proposed project involves the 
expansion of an existing designated major transportation corridor 
and has been designed to minimize impacts to existing community 
land use patterns.  Encroachments associated with the proposed 
project would be discrete and would not adversely affect the 
overall value of the agricultural resources within the respective 
jurisdictions.  Furthermore, these discrete encroachments 
would not disrupt or affect overall land use patterns within the 
respective jurisdictions.



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-928

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

12

11
cont.

On a project level, potential project-related farmland impacts would 
be below standards set by the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) Farmland 
Mapping and Monitoring Program as requiring consideration for 
protection.  Subsequent to that finding by the NRCS, potential 
farmlands impacts were additionally minimized through the 
elimination of the Cannon Road DAR from the project.

Wildlife corridors are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.17, Natural 
Communities.  As described in the response to your Comment 08,
the build alternatives include measures intended to facilitate 
wildlife movement.

Regarding your concerns on project-related impacts to 
Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHA), as defined in the 
referenced sections of the California Coastal Act (CCA), this issue 
is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.1, as well as in the response to 
your Comments 08 and 10 above.  Specifically, the discussion in 
Section 3.1 notes that “The proposed project improvements would 
result in direct impacts to ESHA…” and concludes that the project 
build alternatives would be inconsistent with related requirements 
under the CCA.  Mitigation measures identified to address potential 
land use planning and biological resource conflicts are identified 
in the form of the PWP/TREP.  The PWP/TREP was prepared by 
SANDAG and Caltrans, in coordination with California Coastal 
Commission staff, and identifies measures to achieve project 
consistency with theca, Coastal Zone Management Act, and the 
associated Local Coastal Programs.  Specific measures identified in 
the PWP/TREP to provide consistency with the CCA include:  (1) the 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures described above 
in the responses to your Comments 08 and 10; (2) related efforts 
such as protecting ESHA adjacent to project impact sites (e.g., 
through fencing), implementing seasonal work restrictions (e.g., to 
avoid impacts to nesting birds), eradicating invasive plant species, 
and salvaging native plants and seeds from impacted areas; and 
(3) the project design elements associated with the lagoon studies 
identified above in the response to your Comment 08.
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With respect to potential effects related to projected sea level rise, 
this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 4.6, Climate Change,
and Section 3.9, Hydrology/Drainage (and Floodplains).  Specifically, 
the analysis in Section 4.6  provides a detailed discussion on climate 
change, including the identification of adaptation strategies such as 
long-term planning and risk management to identify and address 
vulnerabilities in the transportation system.  These strategies 
reflect current (and ongoing) scientific analysis on climate change 
and related and projections of sea level rise, in compliance with 
State guidance such as Executive Order S-13-08 and California 
Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32. Section 3.9 incorporates the results of 
the lagoon and “bridge optimization” studies described above in 
the response to your Comment 08.  Based on the most currently 
available data, these studies assumed a conservative sea level rise 
of 4.5 feet by the year 2100 in the design of freeway bridges and 
related structures.

As described in Section 3.17, Natural Communities, while the 
proposed project is not directly related to the issue of “upland refugia” 
that may be threatened by sea level rise, project implementation 
would entail impacts to native upland habitats within the I-5 
corridor.  As a result, a number of parcels have been identified 
and approved for acquisition as potentially appropriate upland 
mitigation areas.  These areas are part of the project mitigation 
package described above in the response to your Comment 08, 
with related efforts to include habitat restoration, preservation, 
and long-term management.  Specifically, the following sites have 
been acquired for mitigation; all or part of the 23.1-acre Dean 
Mitigation Site adjacent to the San Dieguito Lagoon; the 19.3-acre 
Hallmark Mitigation Sites adjacent to the Agua Hedionda Lagoon; 
the 22.2-acre Deer Canyon II Mitigation Site located in the Los 
Peñasquitos Lagoon watershed east of the I-5 / State Route 
(SR-) 56 Interchange; the 5.0-acre Laser Mitigation Site located 
immediately west of southbound I-5 and north of Manchester 
Avenue; and the 19.8-acre La Costa (Ayub) Mitigation Site located 
near the Batiquitos Lagoon.  The 47.8-acre Batiquitos Bluffs site 
has been proposed as potential upland mitigation.  Caltrans has 
been working closely with wildlife agencies to develop the proposed 

13
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mitigation package, which will be subject to further refinement 
during the permitting process.

As shown in Table 3.3 of the Draft Technical Report No. 7, Direct 
Access Ramp/Local Circulation System Operations Report, under 
forecast year 2030 conditions, Manchester Avenue would carry 
between 1,200 to 3,200 additional daily trips on the two segments 
east and west of the freeway, respectively, as a result of the DAR 
proposed at that interchange.  In both cases, there is adequate 
capacity on the affected roadway segments to accommodate the 
additional trips.  Potential wildlife impacts of this level of increased 
traffic are anticipated to be minimal.

Lighting at the Manchester Avenue DAR and proposed San Elijo 
Multi-use Facility would be the minimum necessary for safety 
and security, and it would be directed and shielded away from 
adjacent habitat areas.  As a result, potential effects on wildlife 
would be minimal.  Lighting used at night for construction also 
would be shielded away from Environmentally Sensitive Areas.  
Other potential construction-related impacts to wildlife (e.g., 
noise, air quality and water quality), including those from activities 
at the Manchester Avenue DAR and proposed San Elijo Multi-
use Facility, are also evaluated in Section 3.21, Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  A number of related conservation measures 
are identified to address these concerns, including the following:

•	 The Biological Monitor and a Caltrans Project Biologist 
would be available during pre-construction and construction 
phases to review grading plans, address protection of 
sensitive biological resources, monitor ongoing work, and 
maintain communications with the Resident Engineer 
to ensure that issues relating to biological resources are 
appropriately and lawfully managed.

•	 A channel large enough for fish movement would be kept 
open throughout construction within the San Luis Rey 
River and all of the lagoons.

14

13
cont.



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-931

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

16

15
cont.

•	 Pile driving for bridge construction near the lagoons 
and San Luis Rey River would be completed between 
September 16 and February 14 to minimize construction 
noise impacts to rail and gnatcatcher breeding.

•	 All construction equipment used for the project would be 
equipped with properly operating and maintained mufflers.

Additional measures associated with habitats and overall 
construction are listed in Section 3.17.3, with a full listing and all 
details in the project ECR.

The issue of potential impacts to San Elijo Lagoon and other 
applicable areas from storm water runoff is addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.
This analysis evaluates potential project-related water quality 
impacts in association with the identified build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related 
water quality impacts, based on approved Caltrans standards, 
manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP
identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project elements 
and phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention (DPP), 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the 
nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within 
the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

The BMPs described above include a number of measures that 
would help to reduce and/or regulate storm water flows from the 
project corridor.  Specifically, these include DPP measures such 
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as preservation of existing vegetation and “treatment” facilities 
including bioswales and detention basins.  All of these BMPs 
would reduce the rate and amount of storm runoff within and from 
the project corridor, by regulating flows and providing infiltration 
capacity.  Additionally, as described above in the response to your 
Comment 08, hydrologic and hydraulic conditions in the coastal 
lagoons would be addressed through efforts including bridge 
and channel modifications and habitat preservation, restoration, 
and/or creation.  At San Elijo Lagoon, these efforts would include 
lengthening the existing I-5 bridge and widening the associated 
channel to increase the movement and exchange of fresh and salt 
water, with related improvements to the health and function of the 
lagoon and associated ecosystems.

Regarding potential project-related indirect impacts to wildlife from 
noise, this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.21, Threatened 
and Endangered Species.  The evaluation of project-related noise 
impacts to wildlife is focused on bird species because they utilize 
a variety of vocalizations throughout their daily activities (e.g., 
mating calls, contact notes, etc.).  Specifically, the discussion in 
Section 3.21 incorporates the modeling of project-generated noise 
levels at a number of receptor sites, including four locations in San 
Elijo Lagoon.  The results of these efforts indicate that projected 
future noise levels at the lagoon would increase by one decibel 
at three noise receptors, and would decrease by one decibel at 
the fourth site (refer to Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.21.2).  While this 
level of increase (or decrease) would be generally imperceptible 
to humans, the EIR/EIS indicates that the level of noise changes 
that is perceptible to bird species is unclear and there is no 
single standard for determining substantial noise effects on all 
bird species.  Prior studies that have indicated a possible noise 
effect standard for certain species of songbirds have not been 
scientifically shown to be valid for those species addressed in 
the I-5 NCC Project Natural Environment Study (NES).  Under 
existing conditions, however, noise in excess of 70 decibels occurs 
over various amounts of wetland and upland habitats that either 
support, or have potential to support, special status bird species 
at five lagoons within the project area (including San Elijo).  As 
described in Section 4.9 of the NES, while population numbers 
have undergone natural fluctuations over the years, these species 
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continue to forage, nest, breed, and consistently occur within 
suitable habitat during the breeding season in areas subjected to 
a wide range of noise levels.

For potential project-related noise impacts to hikers at San Elijo 
Lagoon, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while 
project-related noise increases would vary by location, the majority 
of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are 
generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  In 
addition, the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve is one of the sites 
evaluated under Section 4(f) criteria in Appendix A of the EIR/EIS.  
This analysis concluded that project-related “use” of the Reserve 
(as defined under 4[f] guidelines) “…would not adversely affect any 
of the activities, features, or attributes of the Reserve that qualify 
the resource for protection under Section 4(f) and is proposed 
as de minimis.”  Specifically, with respect to project-related noise 
effects, the 4(f) analysis notes, “Modeling of future noise conditions 
indicated that the Reserve would experience a minimal (i.e., 1 dBA) 
increase in traffic-related noise.  This 1 dBA increase would be 
imperceptible to park users.”  Based on the described information, 
the data referenced above in this response from Draft EIR/EIS 
Table 3.21.2, and the pre- and post-project noise contours shown on 
Figure 3 of the Noise Report for Sensitive Wildlife Receptors within 
the I-5 North Coast Project, potential project-related noise impacts 
to hikers at San Elijo Lagoon would be minor. The Noise Report is 
included as Appendix F to the project Natural Environmental Study 
(NES), which is available for review at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/
Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/TSNatural.pdf.

With respect to potential effects to wildlife and hikers at San Elijo 
Lagoon from project-generated air pollutants, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 06 above.  As described therein and 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result 
in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air 
quality compared with existing conditions.  As a result, no adverse 
project-related air quality impacts to wildlife and hikers at San Elijo 
Lagoon are anticipated.
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Regarding your concerns on project-generated greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions and related compliance with CA AB 32, these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6.  Specifically, this 
section provides an analysis of GHG emissions, including a quantified 
evaluation of associated potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  As discussed therein, the project build alternatives are 
estimated to reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the 
San Diego region by hundreds of tons per day compared with the 
No Build alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).

Based on this discussion and the fact that the project-related 
increase of vehicle miles traveled is anticipated to be relatively 
small (approximately four percent), the project’s goals to improve 
traffic operations and travel times within the I-5 North Coast 
Corridor, as one element of a larger transportation system upgrade 
(including transit), are consistent with, and would contribute to, 
State compliance with CA AB 32.  It should also be noted that the 
SANDAG’s 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes 
the project along with other multimodal solutions and forecasts a 
countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
as required by CA AB 32 and California Senate Bill 375.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional 
information on climate change issues and related regulatory 
conformance.

19

Discussion of potential “induced” or “latent” demand was included in 
the August 2012 Supplemental EIR/EIS and has been incorporated 
into this Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  Although Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) volumes on I-5 would increase with the build 
alternatives in comparison with the No Build alternative (refer to 
Table 3.6.2 of the Final EIR/EIS), the change in traffic volume on I-5 
would not represent a net increase within the North Coast Corridor.  
Rather, the increase reflects the fact that reduced congestion on I-5 
would encourage more trips to use the freeway rather than surface 
streets, such as Pacific Coast Highway and El Camino Real.  The 
number of ADT within the North Coast Corridor would remain 
constant regardless of changes to the freeway because trips are 
related to land use and not roadways.  Thus, the increase in ADT 
on I-5 would be offset by a proportionate decrease in the ADT on 
surface streets connected to I-5. 
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Caltrans has considered projected growth and the size of 
improvements needed to accommodate such growth.  The 
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system 
and allow the region to work toward complex solutions, such as 
changes in land use patterns.  Please also refer to the response 
to your Comment 07 regarding latent demand, Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” for additional information regarding the project’s 
accommodation of anticipated traffic, and Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding limited lifespan of transportation 
improvements.

The I-5 NCC Project is one element of a larger transportation 
upgrade that SANDAG, with support from other transportation 
agencies, is developing for the corridor, as described in the 
response to your Comment 02.  It should be noted that the 
project would result in substantially less congestion than what 
would occur under the No Build alternative, which would involve 
the implementation of a number of interchange and adjacent 
projects but no expansion of I-5, as described in Chapter 2 of the 
EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” regarding the use of highway funds for improving other 
transportation modes.

The traffic modeling for the project alternatives (including No 
Build) anticipates that multimodal and traffic demand management 
(TDM) strategies (e.g., outreach, education, incentives to reduce 
solo driving through improved vanpools, carpools, telework, and 
bicycle programs) as called for by the RTP would be implemented.  
EIR/EIS Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative, specifically identifies 
that the LOSSAN Rail Improvements, which are anticipated to 
have the greatest effect on I-5 traffic demand, are assumed to be 
implemented.  As described in the response to your Comment 04, 
however, these improvements would not be a substitute for I-5 
widening.  Even with the incorporation of transportation system 
management (TSM) and TDM measures, as well as the planned 
improvements to mass transit, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was the 
smallest alternative that would achieve traffic flow objectives, 
based on SANDAG’s traffic modeling.  Please refer to the 
responses to your Comments 02 and 20 regarding the allocation 
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CEQA requires an EIR to present an accurate and complete description of the project. The road 
construction described in the draft EIR/EIS is a minimum thirty-year plan to be built in stages. 
Is this a program EIR? Is the Project itself too big to and too long a time span to fit the category 
of project EIR/EIS? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS include up to date information concerning 
nearby commercial developments that will have cumulative impacts with the widening 
project? 
 
The Project will have adverse impacts on the water quality of the coastal lagoons and beaches.  
The massive increase of impervious surface area will lead to increased storm water runoff.  
The existing infrastructure of the I-5 has little to no runoff best management practices (BMPs).  
Given the beneficial uses of the lagoons and beaches and the current 303d listings these waters 
must not be additionally impaired. Will the Project further impair these waters? Does this 
violate the Clean Water Act? What BMPs will be utilized to minimize runoff? How will the 
increased traffic levels affect aerosol deposition onto surface waters? Will this increase in 
pollution degrade the beneficial uses of these waters, including swimming and surfing? What 
impacts will this increased pollution have on swimmers and surfers? Will Total Maximum 
Daily Loads (TMDLs) for pollutants be exceeded as a result of the Project?  
 
The draft EIR/EIS does not contain an adequate analysis of the human health impacts resulting 
from freeway expansion. There is substantial evidence in published studies that demonstrate 
that residents and sensitive receptors, including children, experience adverse health effects 
from freeway air emissions.  None of these studies were discussed or evaluated in the draft 
EIR/EIS.  The draft EIR/EIS analysis is based on technical studies (Air Quality and MSAT 
Analyses) that were prepared in 2007 and 2008, respectively, which are outdated. Updated 
information, data, and guidance have been issued since the reports were written. Why wasn’t current 
data used to analyze human health impacts?  

The analysis states that the Project is not a project of air quality concern for particulate matter; 
however, the I-5 North Coast Corridor is located in a state no attainment area, and with increases in 
traffic does have the potential to increase the frequency and/or severity of the state standard.  How 
will the freeway expansion increase the frequency and severity of our region’s exceedance of the 
state air quality standard? Also, the draft EIR/EIS states that background particulate matter 
concentrations are decreasing in the San Diego Air Basin, which is not shown by the data. How was 
this claim determined? Why was the only sampling station in San Diego Bay, many miles away from 
the Project site? Were air samples taken at the San Dieguito H.S. Academy, Capri Elementary and 
the Children’s Garden Preschool? If so, how will they change with this expansion? If not, why not? 
What impacts will increased particulates have on children playing on fields located next to the 
freeway, such as at Ecke YMCA and the proposed Hall Park? Why wasn’t air sampling done at these 
locations? Will the expansion result in even closer vicinity to these emission sources? Will the 
expansion lead to increased NO2 emissions? What impact will these emissions have on human 
health? Will they lead to an increase in asthma rates? 
 
How is the Project compatible with respect to legislation aimed at reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions (Senate Bill 375 and Assembly Bill 32).  Will the additional traffic resulting from 
more freeway lanes contribute additional emissions? Will our region be able to meet our 25
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of transportation funding.  By not expanding the freeway, the No 
Build alternative would cost less and have fewer environmental 
impacts than the build alternatives.  An equal level of analysis 
was provided throughout the EIR/EIS (specifically including traffic 
projections) for both the build and No Build alternatives.

A program EIR may be chosen by the CEQA Lead Agency if the 
agency feels that future actions are sufficiently uncertain or unclear 
that environmental clearance is not possible.  The I-5 NCC Project 
EIR/EIS is a project-specific environmental document.  Caltrans 
is satisfied that this is the appropriate level of environmental 
documentation for this project.  The level of detail in the description, 
graphics, and specific technical analysis is sufficient to adequately 
evaluate the project components in the 27-mile corridor.  

The EIR/EIS has identified past, present and reasonably foreseeable 
projects as the basis of the cumulative analysis. Table 3.25.1 in 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, summarized those 
projects within the cumulative study area that were determined at 
the time the EIR/EIS was prepared to have the potential to result in 
adverse impacts to those resources that would also be adversely 
affected by the I-5 NCC Project.  Additional clarification is provided 
in Final EIR/EIS Section 3.25.  Documentation of additional projects 
has been added to this table (Final EIR/EIS Table 3.25.2) and review 
of environmental resource health or status was added to provide the 
reader with clarification regarding the basis for conclusions reached 
in the Draft EIR/EIS.  As detailed in Section 3.25, the conclusions 
reached in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding project contribution to 
cumulative effects remain as stated.

Regarding your concerns on project-related water quality effects 
to coastal lagoons, beaches, and associated waterways, please 
refer to the response to your Comment 16 above.  As described 
therein, EIR/EIS Section 3.10 identifies and evaluates potential 
project-related water quality impacts, including direct impacts 
associated with short-term (construction) activities such as erosion 
within disturbed soil areas (DSA) and accidental discharge of 
construction-related contaminants (e.g., fuels and lubricants). 
Long-term (operational) impacts were also evaluated in EIR/EIS 
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Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, including the 
generation of vehicle-related contaminants such as particulates 
and metals from break pad wear, and exhaust-generated (aerosol) 
contaminants (e.g., nitrite).  This analysis provides quantified 
assessments of potential impacts related to existing and proposed 
impervious (paved) surfaces as well as the identification of 
associated potential pollutant generation and related effects; it  
also addresses associated indirect impacts such as downstream 
sediment and contaminant transport (i.e., sedimentation) and 
the potential discharge of contaminants related to long-term 
facility operation and maintenance activities such as landscaping 
(e.g., green waste and pesticides/herbicides).  Section 3.10 also
identifies appropriate BMPs to address potential project-related 
water quality concerns.  Runoff from the project site, including all 
new pavement, would be subject to flow regulation and “treatment” 
in the identified BMPs prior to off-site discharge; it might also be 
addressed through efforts such as the use of DPP BMPs prior 
to “treatment” (e.g., to further reduce flow rates and/or amounts).  
Additionally, as noted above in the response to your Comment 08,
detailed studies have been prepared since the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, with 
measures (e.g., bridge lengthening at San Elijo Lagoon) identified 
to improve tidal flushing and maximize the health and function of 
the lagoons.

Based on the above discussion, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes 
that the project would comply with all applicable water quality 
standards and regulations, including the Clean Water Act, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board beneficial uses, Section 303(d) impaired 
water listings, and total maximum daily loads (TMDLs).

With respect to your concerns on potential air quality related 
health effects, please refer to the responses to your Comments 
06 and 18 above.  As noted therein and in EIR/EIS Section 3.14,
the project is designed to improve traffic flow along the I-5 corridor, 
with a corresponding reduction of overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared with existing conditions.  
the analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air 
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toxics (MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with 
MSAT emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 
3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential 
for long-term health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as 
previously indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall 
air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects 
involving a federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045: 
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety 
Risks.  Given the described requirements and the nature of the 
project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, and related 
emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated 
health effects would also be improved over existing conditions.  
Substantial amounts of time are required in preparing technical 
studies and then summarizing them into an EIR/EIS for public 
review; in this context, the studies are not considered outdated.  
Although additional information may be available regarding health 
impacts associated with MSAT emissions, the projected reductions 
in MSAT emissions over time remain applicable.

While this comment is correct in noting that the San Diego Air 
Basin (SDAB) is currently a nonattainment area under State 
standards for particulate matter (PM), including inhalable (PM10)
and fine (PM2.5) PM, the EIR/EIS conclusion that the project is 
not a “Project of Air Quality Concern” under federal guidelines is 
supported in the related analysis provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.
In addition, as noted above in the response to your Comment 06, 
the project would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic 
flow, is in conformance with the federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards,
and is unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any related 
nonattainment events.  The discussion in Section 3.14 also 
documents the current downward trend in the concentrations of 
PM in the SDAB.  Specifically, as outlined in the 2009 San Diego 
County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Annual Report, 
the SDAB has experienced a decline in the number of days with 
unhealthy levels of pollutants including PM10 and PM2.5 over the 
past 20 years, despite the region’s growth in population and 
vehicle miles traveled.  A number of measures are also identified 
in Section 3.14 to control construction-related PM generation from 
sources such as dust and diesel exhaust, including requirements 
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for proper equipment maintenance and conformance with 
applicable SDAPCD and Caltrans dust-control standards.

With respect to your comments on the use of air quality monitoring 
data from the San Diego Bay area (the Downtown San Diego 
Station), this issue is addressed in Section 3.14 of this Final EIR/
EIS.  First, please note that the Downtown San Diego air quality 
monitoring station was moved from the 12th Avenue location 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS to its current Beardsley Street 
location in July 2005, to allow for the development of Petco Park.  
Accordingly, Table 3.14.1 includes a combination of data from 
these two sources, and this situation has been clarified in the Final 
EIR/EIS.  Regarding the location of the Downtown monitoring 
stations relative to the project corridor, Section 3.14 notes that: 

The SDAPCD air quality monitoring station that represents 
the project area, climate, and topography in the SDAB is 
the Del Mar-Mira Costa College monitoring station…As this 
station only records O3, information from the …Downtown 
San Diego Monitoring Station was used because it is the 
nearest station that monitors all of the following pollutants: 
CO [carbon monoxide], SO2 [sulfur dioxide], NO2 [nitrogen
dioxide], O3 [ozone], PM10, and PM2.5.

There are nine air quality monitoring stations in San Diego County, 
with their locations selected by the SDAPCD based on efforts to 
provide relatively conservative background (ambient) data that 
accurately represent the SDAB.  Only the Downtown San Diego 
and Chula Vista stations monitor all six criteria pollutants, with the 
other stations monitoring between two to five criteria pollutants.  The 
locations and monitoring efforts at the noted stations are beyond 
the control of Caltrans, with the Downtown station identified as the 
most suitable for the project analysis per the above discussion.  It 
should also be noted, however, that because the identified pollutants 
are evaluated on a regional basis to identify appropriate ambient 
air quality conditions, the Downtown station data are appropriate 
in that context (i.e., regional ambient air quality conditions), and 
also provide a conservative estimate of the highest background 
pollutant concentrations in the project area due to the nature of 
associated traffic and emission levels.  In addition, the EIR/EIS 
includes localized screening and assessment, respectively, for 
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emission reduction targets with this expansion? Why haven’t the potential impacts from “ultra 
fine” particulates been included in the draft EIR/EIS?  
 
The draft EIR/EIS itself predicts that after 30 years and billions of dollars, the service level itself will 
not be better than it is today. Why would we commit our limited resources to a project that we know 
will only impair our economic prosperity and quality of life? I feel there is too much at stake to 
move ahead with this project. It offers no benefits to our coastal communities and destroys what has 
drawn people to this area in the first place. 

Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Christy Siebert 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25
cont.

26

applicable pollutants including PM, as discussed above.  As a 
result of the described efforts, the regional and local monitoring 
data included in the project air quality analysis provide an accurate 
depiction of conditions within the project corridor, and additional 
data from sites such as local schools and parks would not alter 
associated conclusions on project-related air quality.

With respect to the potential for the project to increase the 
generation of airborne pollutants, including NO2, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 06 above.  As noted therein and 
above in this response, the project would result in lower overall air 
emissions and related improvements to air quality compared to 
existing conditions.  Accordingly, it is anticipated that associated 
health effects would also be improved over existing conditions.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on project-related air quality issues and associated 
potential health effects.
Regarding your concerns on project conformance to GHG-related 
legislation, including CA SB 375 and CA AB 32, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 19 above.

Please note that ultrafine particulates are defined as those with a 
diameter of less than 100 nanometers (with one nanometer equal 
to one billionth of a meter) and are not regulated under existing air 
quality criteria.  As such, they are not specifically evaluated in the 
project EIR/EIS or associated Air Quality Analysis.  Please refer 
to the response to your Comment 24 with regard to PM emissions 
in general.

26 The proposed improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050.  As such, it is appropriate 
to compare the No Build alternative (conditions without the proposed 
improvements), rather than existing conditions, against the build 
alternatives.  As can be seen on Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.6, the 
proposed build alternatives show an increase in the level of service 
on many of the road segments in the project area as compared to 
the No Build alternative.  Please also refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 regarding benefits of the proposed project (including 
economic), community character, and quality of life concerns.
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Kerry Siekmann 
Tuesday, September 07, 2010 6:34 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor

Question: Could you please give me the date that the I-5 Corridor (San Diego)  
was published?  

01

Response to Kerry Siekmann 
Thank you for your interest in the project.  Public circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS for the I-5 NCC Project was initiated on July 9, 2010.

01
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Dennis Siewerd  
10/06/2010 03:36 PM  
Subject: I-5 Corridor; Mass transit, not more freeway lanes Mass transit, not more 
freeway lanes is the answer. 

Freeways exacerbate the problem with more vehicles using more natural resources creating 
more  
environmental concerns. Stop the insanity, take responsibility during these times of widespread 
corruption.  

Dennis Siewerd

01

Response to Dennis Siewerd 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The proposed project is intended to accommodate the increased 
number of vehicles resulting from regional growth; its potential to 
increase I-5 traffic would be minimal as a result of a number of 
regional and project strategies and improvements. Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional discussion.  
The environmental issues associated with I-5 improvements 
are discussed at length in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/
or Mitigation Measures, and Chapter 4, California Environmental 
Quality Act Evaluation, of the EIR/EIS.  Improvement over some 
existing conditions is anticipated, including improvements for the 
issues of air quality, global climate change, and wildlife movement.  
Caltrans takes its responsibility as a manager of State highways and 
the effects of State highways on abutting land uses very seriously.

01
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Questions and Comments on I-5 expansion EIR 

1. Please explain why the alternatives considered in this EIR consist of only 
highway expansion options.  The EIR should provide evaluations of true 
alternatives and not just highway expansion options, such as: 

a. a rapid mass transit system able to capture a high percentage of at least 
daily commuters,  

b. re-routing freight trucks inland,  
c. the conversion of existing and not new lanes to HOT/HOV lanes,  
d. charging all SOVs a toll  based on equitable principles,  
e. flexible barriers to reduce bottlenecks during peak hours where the 27 

mile project section appears to be directional,  
f. etc. 

Even the alternatives rejected (Section 2.5.1) are versions of highway expansion.  

2. How does this EIR taken into account recent (San Diego Foundation 2010, 
http://www.sdfoundation.org/Newsroom/NewsReleases.aspx) and past 
surveys that indicate that the majority of voters in this region would like to see an 
expanded and efficient mass transit system in the region? 

3. As research studies and empirical experience in Orange County and LA County 
show, expanding the number of lanes may improve flow in the initial years but 
will increase traffic flows and emissions in the medium to long-term and merely 
moves the date of new congestion to a later year. To track this, please explain 
and disclose the following: 

a. Define latent demand and provide as estimate of this in 2020 and 2035. 
b. Define generated traffic and provide an estimate for this in 2020 and 2035 
c. Define induced demand and provide an estimate for this in 2020 and 

2035.

Ref: Review of U.S. and European Regional Modeling Studies of Policies 
Intended to Reduce Motorized Travel, Fuel Use, and Emissions 
Robert A. Johnston, Professor, Dept. of Environmental Science & Policy 
University of California, Davis, August 2006, available on-line at 
http://www.vtpi.org/johnston.pdf, page 10. 

4. Because of the length of time that has passed since the time of re-authorization 
of Transnet funds, please disclose the terms and conditions of the Transnet fund 
approval not included in the EIR for the benefit of those present and affected 
today.

5. According to the SANDAG RTP 2020, incidents or non-recurrent congestion 
causes more than ½ the daily congestion (page 67 RTP 2020). How does this 
ratio apply to this project’s 27- mile corridor? If the same ratio applies, is it true 
that ½ the daily congestion is due to bottlenecks? 

6. The forecasts used for the EIR were based on the SANDAG Series 10 forecast 
but at the time of the draft EIR, the Series 11 forecast was available. It is 

01

02

04

06

05

03

Responses to Nilmini Silva

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The alternatives addressed in the EIR/EIS only address 
improvements to the freeway system because the I-5 NCC Project
is one element of a larger transportation upgrade that the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), with support 
from other transportation agencies, is developing for the corridor.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and 
“Corridor Alternatives” for additional discussions on the process of 
identifying and refining the alternatives studied in the EIR/EIS.  In 
addition to the I-5 NCC Project, improvements to the rail, light rail, 
bus transit, bikeway, and pedestrian or trail systems are also being 
pursued by the agencies responsible for these facilities within the 
North Coast Corridor; please refer to Topical Responses “Rail 
Preference” and “Mass Transit.”  Those other improvements have 
undergone or will undergo separate environmental review and are 
not the subject of the EIR/EIS for I-5.  All facets of transportation 
improvements are needed to reduce congestion and improve 
conditions within the North Coast Corridor as a whole.

Regarding rerouting trucks inland, diversion of trucks to I-15 is 
not considered a viable or practical alternative for improving traffic 
flow on I-5 through the North Coast Corridor.  While eliminating 
trucks transporting goods through the corridor would reduce traffic 
volume and congestion, improvements would be incremental 
as trucks represent only approximately six percent of I-5 traffic.  
Additionally, it would result in increased environmental impacts 
related to increased energy consumption and related air quality 
emissions.  Forcing trucks with destinations along the coast 
of California to I-15 would require these trucks to travel longer 
distances, resulting in higher vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  As 
discussed in Section 3.14 of the EIR/EIS, VMT is related to 
greenhouse gas and criteria pollutant generation.  An increase 
in VMT would result in a proportionate increase greenhouse gas 
emissions and criteria pollutants.  The increased travel distance 
would also place a financial burden on trucking companies due 
to higher fuel and labor costs which would most likely result in 
increased consumer prices for the goods being transported.  
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Furthermore, prohibiting trucks and military traffic from using this 
segment of the Interstate highway system is not within the purview 
of Caltrans.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative. With regard to converting existing lanes 
to high-occupancy toll/HOV lanes, the build alternatives include 
measures to encourage transportation via means other than the 
single-occupant vehicle and the Preferred Alternative consists 
only of HOV/Managed Lanes.  It is the build alternative that would 
result in the fewest impacts while still meeting project objectives 
by acquiring reduced amounts of additional right-of-way and 
limiting the grading footprint.  California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468
authorizes SANDAG to conduct, administer, and operate a value 
pricing high-occupancy toll lane program on I-5, which is part 
of the proposed project.  Conversion of some existing lanes to 
HOV/Managed Lanes would not accommodate forecast traffic 
volumes.  Converting an existing free highway to a toll-only facility 
or charging all Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) a toll is not 
within Caltrans’ existing authority.  Such a program would interfere 
with interstate commerce and could result in diversion of highway 
traffic onto local streets and generation of economic hardships for 
businesses and workers that rely on the highway.

With regard to flexible barriers, as described in Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives,” reversible carpool lanes were among the 
alternatives previously analyzed for the I-5 North Coast Corridor.

With regard to the question of how the EIR/EIS takes into 
account the public’s preference for mass transit – the EIR/EIS 
is required to analyze impacts of build alternatives that would 
meet the project’s purpose and need.  Transportation planning 
agencies are in agreement that the future of transportation is 
multi-pronged, with continuation of vehicular travel as well as 
other modes of transportation, such as mass transit.  Please note 

01
cont.
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that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation, as 
stated in the first paragraph of the response to your Comment 01.  
All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies, and Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

“Latent demand” reflects potential users of the freeway who would 
not use I-5 without the improvements; but with improvements, they 
would find I-5 a more convenient or time-certain route than local 
streets.  Latent demand would account for about four percent of 
the growth in peak hour vehicular use of the freeway by year 2030; 
no latent demand estimates are provided for 2020 because the 
traffic analysis focuses on the buildout conditions, not the interim 
conditions.  “Latent demand” and “induced demand” are used 
interchangeably in the EIR/EIS analysis and there is no difference 
in their meaning.  “Generated traffic” reflects the vehicles trips 
attributable to community growth.  With regard to potential new 
traffic generated by the proposed project, the project is designed 
to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor.  
The number of Average Daily Trips (ADT) within the North Coast 
Corridor would remain constant regardless of changes to the 
freeway because trips are related to land use and not roadways.  

Many of the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions cited in the 
referenced literature relate to changes in land use patterns and 
transportation costs, rather than physical transportation system 
improvements.  Caltrans does not have control over local land use 
policies, which determine density and distribution of development 
relative to the transportation corridor.  Caltrans is merely responding 
to the growth projections for the region.  Therefore, the proposed 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions, such as changes in 
land use patterns that can take extended time to implement.  It 
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should be noted that the proposed freeway improvements would 
not simply widen the freeway mainline but would also add direct 
access ramps (DARs) combined with park and ride facilities and 
HOV/Managed Lanes that would provide a pricing structure and 
time incentive for carpoolers to avoid congestion.  As described, 
the projected increase of VMT is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project, due to a combination of project-specific and regional 
efforts.  Upgrade to all modes of travel is needed to accommodate 
the future transportation needs of the North Coast Corridor. 

The TransNet program is a voter approved half-cent sales tax 
for regional transportation projects in San Diego.  The $17 billion 
generated during the 60-year life of the program is distributed to 
transportation projects in general.  TransNet monies are divided 
so that approximately one-third each goes to highways, transit, 
and local roadways.  The I-5 NCC Project was included in the 
TransNet plan.  For more information on TransNet, please visit 
www.keepsandiegomoving.com.

You are also encouraged to visit the TransNet Dashboard at 
www.transnettrip.com, to view the status of the I-5 NCC Project.
This website was created to keep the public informed on 
TransNet projects and provides up-to-date schedule, budget, and 
expenditure information.

During the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the SANDAG 2030 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) was the approved planning 
document.  On October 28, 2011, the 2050 RTP was adopted 
as the current regional transportation planning document.  The 
2050 RTP addresses a roughly 40-year planning horizon.  Analysis 
is included in this Final EIR/EIS confirming consistency with the 
2050 RTP, which looks at all transportation modes through 2050 
for the County as a whole, including the North Coast Corridor.  
With regard to congestion during the a.m. and p.m. peak hours, 
bottlenecks cause delays 20 percent or more of the time along the 
I-5 corridor. Please refer to Tables 3.1 and 3.2 in the Traffic Freeway 
Operations Report for more information on these bottlenecks and 
the associated congestion.  No northbound bottlenecks occur 
within the North Coast Corridor in the a.m. peak hour.
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2

reported that both traffic volume and VMT are within 10% of each other in these 
different Series –  which year does this refer to, or is this an average over a given 
number of years, and is it 10% less or more? What is considered “materially 
significant”?  
We now have Series 12 forecast data 
(http://www.sandag.org/?projectid=355&fuseaction=projects.detail). The 
VMT forecast for 2020 from Series 12 is about 17% greater than that from Series 
11. Is this “materially significant?”  

7. If periodic congestion occurs in the 10+4 and 8+4 alternatives, how is it different 
from the current periodic traffic congestion, and how is it planned to approach the 
same description of congestion in 2030? 

8. Why are the community enhancement projects, including rubberizing the existing 
lanes to reduce the main source of freeway noise due to friction (and to reduce 
tire wear and cost, reduce pollution therefore, improve fuel efficiency of vehicles), 
included only as part of the potential expansion? Please explain why 
improvements that would normally count as system and efficiency improvements 
(for example, bicycle path underpasses) not carried out regardless of expansion? 

9. Please explain why no connection is made to the SB 375 targets or how the 
hybrid scenario measures do or do not impact these alternatives. It is stated in 
the SANDAG Board of Directors’ Meeting of July 9, 2010, Item #3 on the SB 375 
hybrid scenario measures, (Attachment 1, page 4) that 15% of the labor force 
would be expected to telecommute in 2020. How does this affect the number of 
trips along this corridor? Provide the SB 375 hybrid scenario measures and their 
effects on the number of trips and VMT along this corridor as part of this 
assessment. 

10. The new Series 12 VMT data reflects the reduced anticipated growth in 
surrounding counties. How does this affect the forecasted growth along this 
project corridor? 

11. As cost effectiveness of measures is part of the economic evaluation for the 
purposes of AB32, why is the cost effectiveness of these alternatives not 
presented or linked to the EIR? A $ per metric ton of either carbon or GHG 
reduced can be used to compare scenarios, including fully different alternatives 
to the build-only options presented in the EIR.  

12. The air monitoring station at 215 9th Street, Del Mar is not east of I-5. How can its 
O3 measurements be then representative of the general eastward air-flow from I-
5? Similarly, how can the other air emissions monitoring station referenced, at 
12th Avenue, be representative of I-5 air pollution? Why is no there no testing of 
the EMFAC emissions data against the results of the empirical monitoring? 
(page 3.14-2)

13. An estimate of the GHG emissions savings based only on the change from LOS 
D in the no-build scenario to LOS F in the build 10+4 or 8+4 gives a value of 
about 0.1 million metric tons in 2020. This would be only from those vehicles 
currently traveling at LOS F moving at LOS D in the build alternatives. How does 
the hybrid scenario measure of bottleneck reduction from highway expansion, 

06
cont.

07

08

10

13

11

12

09

Caltrans began environmental technical studies for the proposed 
project in 2006, basing those studies on the most current traffic 
projections then available, which were SANDAG’s Series 10 
projected traffic volumes for year 2030.  During the course of the 
project development process, SANDAG released both the Series 
11 forecasts and more recently, the Series 12 forecasts.  Upon 
review of these different data sets that forecast and model traffic 
up to year 2050, the project development team determined that 
the initial Series 10 2030 forecasted traffic volumes that were used 
for the basis of the original traffic studies, were indicative of year 
2035 volumes and determined that a revision at this time would 
not alter the results of the associated studies.  These analyses 
are considered representative of what is expected to occur within 
the 2040 to 2050 time frame.  There is not an appreciable change 
in predicted traffic volumes, as detailed in Section 3.6, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.

08

07 With regard to congestion, Table 3.6.3 in the Final EIR/EIS 
compares delay, travel hours, and travel time in the baseline 
(2006) conditions with for the various build alternatives by the year 
2030, which factors in traffic increases due to population growth 
in the North County region.  As shown in the table, the 10+4 Build 
alternative would be comparable to (or slightly better than) existing 
conditions, and the 8+4 Build alternative would have longer 
congested hours and increased travel time, relative to the existing 
conditions.  Despite these comparable conditions, more cars and 
goods would be able to move through the North Coast Corridor 
in the future compared with the No Build alternative (as shown 
in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.2).  As substantial additional traffic is 
forecast as a result of regional growth, comparison of the build 
alternatives to the No Build, rather than the existing conditions, is 
appropriate.  Additional description of the congestion associated 
with the Build and No Build is provided beneath the table.

“Rubberizing the existing lanes” is not one of the identified 
community enhancements.  The Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) does not acknowledge the use of such surfaces as a 
means to minimize noise, and maintenance costs for alternative 
surfaces are higher than for Portland cement concrete.  As a result, 
the use of alternative surfacing is not proposed for I-5. 
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Community enhancement projects are separate projects proposed 
by the communities adjoining the I-5, along the North Coast 
Corridor.  These projects would be located in an area impacted by 
the proposed project and would benefit the respective community.  
These enhancements are included under all build alternatives.  
The implementation of such improvements, however, is dependent 
on maintenance agreements with the local municipalities.  It 
should be noted that improvements to bikeway and pedestrian or 
trail systems are also being pursued by the agencies responsible 
for these facilities within the North Coast Corridor.  Should the 
No Build alternative be chosen, similar community enhancement 
projects may be pursued by the agencies responsible for 
such improvements.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to the 
use of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Discussion of California Senate Bill (CA SB) 375, the Sustainable 
Communities and Climate Protection Act of 2008, was provided 
in the August 2012 Supplemental EIR/EIS and has been 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  The 2050 RTP includes 
the I-5 NCC Project, along with other multimodal solutions, and 
projects a countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels 
by 2020, which would be consistent with California Assembly Bill 
(CA AB) 32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act, and 
CA SB 375.  Accordingly, associated forecasts for transportation-
related factors such as telecommuting are included in the project 
traffic data and analysis.  Please also note that the 15 percent 
figure cited in this comment for telecommuting in 2020 actually 
includes a combined goal for both telecommuting and flexible 
work hours, and that the related target percentages were modified 
in a SANDAG Board of Directors meeting dated July 23, 2010.  
Please refer to Technical Appendix 9 of the 2050 RTP for more 
information, available for review at the following location: http://
www.sandag.org/uploads/2050RTP/F2050RTPTA9.pdf.  The 
cited text from the July 9, 2010 board meeting minutes, as well 
as minutes from the noted July 23, 2010 Board meeting, identify 
2020 goals of 10 percent for telecommuting and 5 percent for 
flexible work hours.  As indicated, the July 23, 2010 Board meeting 
also assumes a 25 percent reduction of these figures to account 
for “…trip that would still be made by commuters during those 
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cont.

telecommuting days.”  Accordingly, the described telecommuting 
goal would be reduced to 7.5 percent, or 2.5 percent above the 
current telecommuting level of five percent assumed in the 2050 
RTP.  The referenced Technical Appendix also identifies a number 
of additional considerations that could affect (lower) the stated 
telecommuting figures and/or related greenhouse gas (GHG) 
generation, including the following:

•	 While full-day telecommuters tend to yield net reductions 
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), partial-day commuters, 
who are typically correlated with higher density housing, 
tend to yield a net increase in VMT.

•	 Actual trip reductions from telecommuting will be slightly 
less than projected figures, due to the fact that the average 
auto occupancy is greater than one person.

•	 Model trip reductions are applied evenly across geographic 
areas, while telecommuters tend to be weighted more 
heavily among commuters with longer home-work 
commutes.  As a result, the benefits of telecommuting tend 
to under predict the actual GHG emission reductions.

Based on the above discussion, the project analysis includes 
applicable information on traffic volumes and related data 
(including telecommuting and/or flexible work hour targets), and 
is consistent with associated planning documents and legislation 
such as the 2050 RTP and CA SB 375.

With respect to project-related GHG generation and CA AB 32 
compliance, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6,
Climate Change.  This section provides an analysis of GHG 
emissions, including a quantified evaluation of associated potential 
impacts from the project build alternatives.  As discussed therein, 
the project build alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout 

The differences in anticipated growth in the surrounding counties 
relates primarily to counties served by eastern corridors, rather 
than the largely built-out Orange County, with which I-5 connects.  
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 06 regarding 
Series 12 traffic forecasts.
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carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by 
hundreds of tons per day compared with the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2), with little anticipated difference in 
CO2 reductions among the build alternatives.  The total estimated 
cost of each of the build alternatives is stated in Final EIR/EIS 
Section ES.3.3.  The total cost of each alternative divided by the 
anticipated CO2 reduction associated with that alternative would 
provide a measure of the cost-effectiveness of each alternative 
with regard to changes in GHG.  It should be noted, however, 
that, while the build alternatives would result in reductions in 
GHG emissions, such reductions are not the primary purpose of 
the project, nor are they the primary factor in determining cost-
effectiveness.  Please also refer to the response to your Comment 
01 regarding alternatives as well as Topical Response “Climate 
Change” for additional information on GHG and related climate 
change issues.

Regarding your comment on the location of the Del Mar air quality 
monitoring station, you are correct in that this station is located 
west, rather than east, of I-5, and Section 3.14 of this Final 
EIR/EIS has been corrected accordingly.  Regarding the 
effectiveness of associated ozone (O3) data, however, the location 
of the Del Mar monitoring station is irrelevant due to the nature 
of formation and associated regional context of O3.  That is, O3 is 
a secondary pollutant, and is formed in the atmosphere through 
a series of chemical reactions involving reactive organic gases 
(ROG) and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) in the presence of sunlight.  
Accordingly, based on its mode of formation and the regional 
dispersal of O3 and associated precursor pollutants, the use of O3
data from the Del Mar station is appropriate for the project analysis.

With respect to your comments on the use of air quality monitoring 
data from the Downtown San Diego Station, this issue is addressed 
in Section 3.14 of this Final EIR/EIS.  First, please note that the 
Downtown San Diego air quality monitoring station was moved from 
the 12th Avenue location identified in the Draft EIR/EIS to its current 
Beardsley Street location in July 2005, to allow for the development 
of Petco Park.  Accordingly, Final EIR/EIS Table 3.14.4 includes a 
combination of data from these two sources, and this situation has 
been clarified in the Final EIR/EIS table footnotes.  Regarding the 
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location of the Downtown monitoring stations relative to the project 
corridor, Section 3.14 notes that the air quality monitoring station 
that represents the project area, climate, and topography in the 
San Diego Air Basin is the Del Mar-Mira Costa College Monitoring 
Station, but this station only records O3.  Therefore, information 
from the San Diego Beardsley (“Downtown”) Monitoring Station 
was used because it is the nearest station that monitors all of the 
following pollutants: CO, SO2, NO2, O3, PM10, and PM2.5.

There are nine air quality monitoring stations in San Diego County, 
with their locations selected by the SDAPCD based on efforts 
to provide relatively conservative background (ambient) data 
that accurately represent the SDAB.  Only the Downtown San 
Diego and Chula Vista monitoring stations monitor all six criteria 
pollutants, with the other stations monitoring between two to five 
criteria pollutants.  The locations and monitoring efforts at the noted 
stations are beyond the control of Caltrans, with the Downtown 
station identified as the most suitable for the project analysis per 
the above discussion.  It should also be noted, however, that 
because the identified pollutants are evaluated on a regional basis 
to identify appropriate ambient air quality conditions, the Downtown 
station data are appropriate in that context (i.e., regional ambient 
air quality conditions) and also provide a conservative estimate 
of the highest background pollutant concentrations in the project 
area due to the nature of downtown traffic and emission levels.  
Monitoring indicates concentrations of pollutants from regional 
emissions sources, whereas EMFAC emissions data project 
emissions from a particular source; the data are not comparable. 

3

including this project, take into account the GHG emissions from both latent 
(defined as those who now would drive because of available capacity) and new 
generated traffic? 

14. What is the relevance of the statewide GHG savings given in Table 4.2 of this 
EIR (Climate Change Strategies)? How do they relate quantitatively to this 
project? 

13
cont.

14

13 Please refer to the response to your Comment 09 with respect 
to use of the CA SB 375 hybrid scenario and associated GHG 
emissions in the project analysis, as well as the response to 
your Comment 03 regarding latent demand, which has been 
incorporated into the project traffic forecasts.

Regarding the relevance of the GHG savings data provided in 
Final EIR/EIS Table 4.4 (Draft EIR/EIS Table 4.2), this information 
represents an estimate of Statewide CO2 reductions associated 
with strategies being conducted by Caltrans and other agencies 

14
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and/or stakeholders. These strategies include but are not limited 
to smart land use, operational improvements such as intelligent 
transportation systems (ITS), and other vehicular and non-
vehicular measures.  The Caltrans Climate Action Program 
directly incorporates the operational improvements (including 
ITS) and portions of the smart growth strategy; the proposed 
project is therefore reflected in (and relevant to) the associated 
Statewide figures shown on Final EIR/EIS Table 4.4.  The project 
would also be indirectly associated with other strategies shown 
in Table 4.4, including the modified Portland cement mix.  While 
the project would represent portions of the GHG savings shown 
in Final EIR/EIS Table 4.4 as described, because these data 
encompass Statewide estimates and/or include information from 
other (non-Caltrans) sources, specific quantitative relationships to 
the proposed project cannot be provided.
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Ray Simon  
Thursday, November 18, 2010 at 11:57:45 
Subject: I-5

Question: I own a commercial building adjacent to the Mission Ave exit northbound I-5.  Address 
is 225 Brooks St.  Is the I-5 widening project going to affect my property under eminent domain 
or any other encroachment?

Thanks, 
Ray Simon  
760-310-5853

01

Response to Ray Simon

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
acquisition, which are part of the public record.  Based on 
Google Maps, your property at 225 Brooks Street in Oceanside 
includes the Oceanside Scuba and Swim Center, which is 
adjacent to the freeway.  It is anticipated that your property 
would be directly impacted by the proposed improvements 
under any of the build alternatives.  Figure 2-2.14ak in the 
Draft EIR/EIS shows this potential impact under the 10+4 
Buffer alternative (with this area depicted on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 61, for the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative).  
Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, in the 
EIR/EIS also identifies this business as being potentially affected 
by the project alternatives.  It is referred to in this section of the 
EIR/EIS as a specialty sports business that focuses on scuba 
training.  Engineers are still refining the project design and 
working to minimize the project’s footprint to avoid impacts to 
properties as much as possible.  The final, precise numbers and 
dimensions of property required would not be known until just prior 
to the acquisition of individual properties.  Once the final design is 
completed, Caltrans staff will directly contact each property owner 
from whom right-of-way is required for coordination and negotiation 
consistent with EIR/EIS Appendix C, Relocation Assistance 
Information.  Where property acquisitions cannot be avoided, 
affected properties would be subject to an appraisal to determine 
fair market value and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.  In addition, assistance for relocated property 
owners would be available through measures such as the State 
relocation programs.  For more information on specifics of property 
acquisition and property valuation with regards to acquisition, 
please refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and 
“Acquisition Valuation.”  

01
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Bill Slattery 
Sunday, September 26, 2010 3:42 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Question: is the property located at 2585 pio pico dr carlsbad,ca affected by the 1-5 expansion? 
i sold the property and am carrying the mortgage back on the property and want to know how i 
am going to get paid? the current owner is threatening to stop paying because of the threat to 
the property which iscausing me to be damaged. my wife and i are dependent upon that 
monthly income. please have some one call us as soon as possible  

01

Response to Bill Slattery

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
acquisition, which are part of the public record.

It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system.  As described in Section 3.4,
Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the proposed project has 
been designed to minimize impacts, where possible, by taking 
the reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives.  As can be seen on Final EIR/
EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 55, and based on review of Google 
Maps, it is not currently anticipated that the referenced property 
(2585 Pio Pico Drive) would be directly impacted or be acquired for 
project improvements under the 10+4 Buffer or 8+4 alternatives.  
The only build alternative that would directly impact 2585 Pio 
Pico Drive would be the 10+4 Barrier alternative.  If that situation 
changes, an appraisal would be performed to determine the fair 
market value and an offer of just compensation would be made.  
Please note that following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

A soundwall (S822) is preliminarily recommended along the 
freeway right-of-way between the referenced property and the 
expanded freeway, as well as a retaining wall, although this 
recommendation is preliminary.  A final decision regarding the 
construction of this soundwall will be made based on final project 
design parameters, the coastal permitting process, and input from 
affected homeowners and property owners.  If the soundwall is 
constructed, a footing easement for construction of the soundwall 
may be needed on a small linear portion of the property, as shown 
in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 55.  With regard to specifics, 

01
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however, engineers continue to refine the project design and work 
to minimize the project footprint in order to avoid property impacts 
to the largest extent possible.  Once the final design is completed, 
Caltrans staff will directly contact each property owner from whom 
right-of-way is required for coordination and negotiation consistent 
with the Fair Housing Act and EIR/EIS Appendix C, Relocation 
Assistance Information.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition” for additional information.  

Where property acquisitions cannot be avoided, affected properties 
would be subject to an appraisal to determine fair market value 
and a corresponding offer of just compensation would be made.  
In addition, assistance for relocated property owners would 
be available through measures such as the State Relocation 
and Last Resort Housing (LRH) programs.  The project’s Draft 
Relocation Impact Report concluded that adequate relocation 
resources existed for the majority of displacees.  Displacees that 
may face difficulty finding suitable relocation resources would be 
eligible for assistance from Caltrans through the State’s relocation 
program or LRH Program options, including LRH payments.  For 
more information, please refer to Topical Responses “Property 
Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation.”  Because compensation 
would be provided at fair market value, it is anticipated that affected 
property owners generally would be able to use the compensation 
to purchase comparable property in the same vicinity.

Regarding your request to be contacted by Caltrans staff via 
telephone to discuss your project concerns, Caltrans contacted 
the property owner via telephone on June 9, 2011 and left a voice 
mail message.  To date, no reply has been received. 
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Charles Smith  
11/10/2010 12:42 PM  
Subject: San Diego North County Freeway Expansion  

Regarding the idea of expanding our freeway, I'd like to state it seem like a terrible idea. I've 
lived here for 40 years and the quality of life has dropped with every road expansion. It never 
solves the problem, it always seems to add to it - a kind of build it and they will fill it. There is no 
reason to imagine this will be any different except the place will be made a bit uglier, and a bit 
more crowded, yet again.  

Sincerely,
Charles J. Smith  

01

Response to Charles Smith 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The North 
Coast Corridor is located in a highly urbanized part of northern 
San Diego County.  Proposed changes to the I-5 right-of-way 
would be focused and linear in nature; although substantial 
change is discussed for specific locations in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, I-5 modifications are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in 
the communities already crossed by this highway.  

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are intended 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part 
of a multimodal system.  The proposed use of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  Additionally, the potential for the project to result in 
increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, has been 
included in the project’s analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  
As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in 
association with the proposed project’s improvements, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road as a result of project 
improvements is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent 
traffic and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” for explanations of 
why transportation improvements are an ongoing (and sometimes 
repetitive) process.

01
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With regard to visual concerns, a number of conceptual elements to 
mitigate project-related visual impacts are identified in Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics, including potential designs associated with 
soundwalls, earthen berms, and berm and wall combinations 
(refer to Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122).

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less than 
substantial nature of the project’s effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor. 

01
cont.
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Susan Smith
11/19/2010 10:18 AM  
Subject: Comment:  DEIR For Proposed I-5 Widening Project - S.E.  Smith 

The proposed I-5 expansion project involves construction of four or six new traffic lanes in 
addition to the existing eight lanes, along with associated overpasses, lagoon and river bridges, 
various ramps, and retaining walls.  Over the next 40 years, this project would take place on 27-
mile stretch of I-5 from La Jolla to Camp Pendleton, affecting the people and environment all 
along this stretch of road and the fragile ecosystems of the six major lagoons.  Although there 
are many points to take issue with, I am particularly concerned with the damage to people’s 
health and health of the environment that will result from the replacement of the river and lagoon 
bridges.  The coastal lagoons that will be impacted are San Dieguito Lagoon, San Elijo Lagoon, 
Batiquitos Lagoon, Aqua Hedionda Lagoon and Buena Vista Lagoon, and Penasquitos Lagoon. 
Interstate 5 also crosses rivers and creeks that terminate in the ocean and provide wildlife 
corridors from inland San Diego County to the coastal region.  They include Los Penasquitos 
Creek, Carmel Valley Creek, San Luis Rey River, Cottonwood Creek, and Loma Alta Creek.  I 
have read the EIR and do not believe it adequately addresses the issue of impacts to these 
systems.  

Certain pollutants, especially certain exhaust byproducts, such as polycyclic aromatic 
hydrocarbons [PAHs] are known to accumulate in soils adjacent to highways.  During 
construction, the excavation of soils and other earth moving activities adjacent to the road will 
release residues of a variety of pollutants, including petroleum hydrocarbon particulate matter 
and aerosols, and lead. These toxic substances, which have accumulated over the years in 
soils adjacent to I-5, once disturbed will quickly find their way into the lagoon food chain and, 
during tidal flushing and storm runoff, could affect ocean organisms and people who utilized the 
ocean for recreation (surfers, swimmers, fishermen, divers).  These are harmful substances that 
persist and bioaccumulate in the environment due to incomplete degradation.  Their bio-
concentration in the food chain is aided by their solubility in lipids and fats. Many are known to 
be genotoxic and carcinogenic to aquatic organisms and humans.  Also during construction, 
earth moving activities will result in silt and soil nutrients moving into the wetlands and 
prompting excessive algal blooms in the lagoon and ocean, causing anoxic conditions.   

None of these likely impacts have been discussed or addressed in the EIR, and if addressed, 
only skimmed over.  The EIR appears to consider petroleum byproducts only a concern around 
gas stations and it is not clear how many soil samples were taken or exactly where, or how 
thoroughly these samples were analyzed for various components, especially PAHs.  The report 
states that all disturbed areas would be stabilized on completion of construction with 
landscaping and erosion control, but doesn't really discuss what will happen during construction 
or examine the consequences to the marine and estuarine environment. The EIR even admits 
that the amount of soil that will be disturbed has not been determined!  When will this be 
determined?  And most of the EIR’s mitigation measures seem to address the time after 
construction, and focus mainly on lead, not PAHs or other compounds.  

For these reasons alone (not to mention others covered elsewhere, or concern about future 
increase in levels of these pollutants in roadside soil if the project is approved), the DEIR should 
not be accepted by Caltrans as meeting the requirements of CEQA.  It should be revised to 
include transportation alternatives that will benefit, not degrade, our environment, or expose our 
beaches to pollutants released during the construction process. And, at the very least, it should 
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Response to Susan Smith

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related impacts to coastal lagoons and related 
waterways, as well as associated potential health effects.  These 
issues are addressed in Sections 3.10, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff, and 3.14, Air Quality, as well as under the Biological
Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural 
Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species.

As described in the listed Biological Environment sections, project-
related impacts to biological resources, including those in lagoons 
and associated waterways, would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into the 
project design, and an extensive mitigation package for unavoidable 
impacts to habitats and related plant/animal species has been 
developed through coordination efforts with wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
and Resource Enhancement Program, project mitigation would 
be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources 
that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources 
than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of the six coastal 
lagoons and related waterways within the project corridor, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic 
studies and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists, to meet the 
project’s objectives, determine the appropriate bridge lengths and 
channel dimensions to improve tidal flushing (water movement and 
exchange), and maximize the health and function of the lagoons.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record 
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revise the EIR so that it properly addresses these types of impacts and provides measures to 
mitigate them.  

Susan E. Smith
Seiurus Biological Consulting  
Del Mar, CA 92104
USA
seiurus@aol.com

01
cont.

for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for additional information on potential project-related 
impacts to coastal lagoons. 

As described in Section 3.10, potential project-related water quality 
impacts are evaluated in association with the identified build 
alternatives and the No Build alternative, including potential effects 
to lagoons and related waterways.  Specifically, this includes direct 
impacts from short-term (construction) activities, such as erosion 
within disturbed soil areas (DSA) and the accidental discharge 
of construction-related pollutants (e.g., fuels and lubricants), as 
well as long-term (operational) impacts, such as the generation of 
vehicle-related pollutants (e.g., particulates and metals from break
pad wear, and exhaust-generated pollutants such as nitrite).  This 
analysis provides quantified assessments of potential impacts 
related to existing and proposed impervious (paved) surfaces 
as well as the identification of associated potential pollutant 
generation and related effects. This analysis also addresses 
associated indirect impacts, such as downstream sediment 
and pollutant transport (i.e., sedimentation) and the potential 
discharge of pollutants related to long-term facility operation 
and maintenance, such  as landscaping (e.g., green waste and 
pesticides and herbicides).

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and 
guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan 
(SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable 
BMPs related to the following project elements and phases: 
maintenance, design pollution prevention, construction, and 
“treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific BMPs 
are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of 
existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part 
of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program and other “treatment” 
BMPs implemented in past construction projects (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now 
contained in Appendix K). With respect to project-related erosion 
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and sedimentation, the EIR/EIS identifies specific BMP categories 
for soil stabilization and erosion/sediment control, and references 
the Caltrans Construction Site BMP Manual.  This manual includes 
a number of individual BMPs that can be used to minimize and 
stabilize disturbed areas, as well as to prevent the off-site transport 
of sediment and associated pollutants that tend to adhere to soil 
particles (such as hydrocarbons).  Specifically, this may include the 
use of measures including silt fencing, desilting basins, fiber rolls, 
check dams, berms, dust control, and inlet protection; the manual 
is available for review at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/
stormwater/BMP_Field_Master_FullSize_Final-Jan03.pdf.

Caltrans requires contractors to stabilize disturbed soil areas by 
implementing a combination of sediment and erosion controls to 
minimize the potential for sediment migration.  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases. Based on these considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations. 

Regarding the potential future increase of airborne pollutants such 
as PAH (polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbon) compounds, the analysis 
in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 49 
percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) emissions 
over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions provided 
in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 
and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term health effects 
from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project would reduce emissions and 
improve overall air quality relative to existing conditions.  In addition, 
all projects involving a federal action must comply with Executive 
Order 13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the described requirements and the 
nature of the project to maintain or reduce travel time, congestion 
and related emissions along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that 
associated health effects would also be decreased over existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on potential project-related air quality 
issue and related health concerns.

01
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Regarding transportation alternatives, please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to public transportation.
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1056

Thank you for your comments regarding the addition of four 
general purpose lanes in lieu of HOV/Managed Lanes, which are 
part of the public record.  Please note however, that the proposed 
HOV/Managed Lanes would be available for use by single-occupant 
vehicles with payment of a toll.  Additional general purpose lanes 
do not provide the certainty in travel time that can be attained with 
HOV/Managed Lanes, which are monitored for flow, and which 
individual-occupant cars can also use upon payment of an identified 
fee.  Alternatives proposing only general purpose lanes without 
HOV/Managed Lanes did not answer projected needs as well as 
those with the HOV/Managed Lanes (see Section 2.6.1 of the 
EIR/EIS).  Similarly, build alternatives proposing an additional 
general purpose lane in addition to the HOV/Managed Lanes 
have not been assessed as providing substantially greater benefit 
than the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative, which is identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the aforementioned 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

Response to Tom Snodgrass
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Comments to the 1-5 Expansion EIR 

CALTRANS offers  5  options:  

1. No build  
2. 8 +4 without barriers  
3. 8 +4 with barriers  
4. 8 +6 without barriers  
5. 8 + 6 with barriers  
 
Why is an option of 8 + 2 not offered? Isn't this what is going on right now with the HOV lane 
extensions? It does provide relief. Isn't the "no build" option deceptive, as it doesn't consider what is 
happening right now? This option was also called the "do nothing" option by SANDAG and CALTRANS at 
the Senate Hearing. Isn't this another deception? Doesn't it assume that that all the other 
improvements, such lagoon enhancement, HOV lanes, rail improvements, walking and bike trails, and 
pedestrian overcrossings won't be built? Couldn't they easily be included in a no build or 8 +2 
alternative?  

It is claimed that with no improvements things will get much worse, but this assume that nothing else at 
all will be done. Isn't this an absurd assumption and is only made to push the other options?  

It is also claimed the 1-5 expansion offers an enhanced environment and improved access to beach. 
How can that be, when increased traffic will only make it more difficult to find parking close to the 
beach, especially if other enhancements aren't done for lack of funding? And increased traffic will only 
degrade the environment. Otherwise why is SANDAG proposing a Quality of Life tax? It's only to undo 
the damage all the highway expansion has done. Through all the workshops and meetings this proposed 
tax has never been mentioned. Why? It's part of the package, whether SAN DAG or CALTRANS wants to 
acknowledge it. Isn't it?  

The proposed HOV lane extension north from Manchester included the realignment of the Mackinnon 
Bridge. (1 understand that it now also includes the Manchester interchange.) Isn't this abuse of 
discretion, as the Mackinnon Bridge was only included as a political payback to Encinitas SAN DAG board 
member Jerome Stocks, soon to be Chairman? Putting this bridge first will do nothing to improve traffic 
flow or access to the 1-5 Wouldn't it be wiser to do the Birmingham Bridge first, as it's next in line, or 
the Santa Fe Avenue underpass, as both intersections are congested? Adding the Manchester 
intersection to the HOV extension doesn't hide this transparent favoritism. Does it?  

With the difficulty in funding the whole project, doesn't it make sense to do everything in the most 
efficient way and get the biggest bang for the buck?  

Gerald Sodomka  
105 Mozart Avenue  
Cardiff by the Sea, CA 92007-2314 
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Responses to Gerald Sodomka 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  As described in Final EIR/EIS Section 2.6.1, Rejected
Build Alternatives, an alternative adding one HOV/Managed Lane 
in each direction (“Freeway/HOV [8+2 Alternative]”) was initially 
considered as a project alternative.  After study, this alternative was 
rejected as it would not maintain or improve traffic operations in the 
project corridor by 2030.  During project analyses, it was determined 
that four HOV/Managed Lanes would be the minimum number of 
additional lanes that would adequately address projected growth.  
HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in 
EIR/EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional 
highway capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  There 
are no current HOV/Managed Lane extension projects occurring 
in the North Coast Corridor.

The No Build alternative reflects that none of the proposed 
project improvements, including community enhancements and 
HOV/Managed Lanes, would be implemented.  As discussed in 
Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative, the analysis for the No Build 
alternative includes existing conditions, as well as reasonably 
foreseeable future projects.  Please refer to this section for a list of 
those foreseeable projects. 

Caltrans has considered projected growth and the size of 
improvements needed to accommodate such growth.  The 
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system 
with improvements being required to each element of that system 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) for peak 
efficiency.  Without improvements being implemented to each 
of these transportation elements, congestion is projected to get 
worse.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
for additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated traffic, as well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
regarding limited lifespan of transportation improvements.  As 
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discussed in the response to your Comment 01, the No Build 
alternative includes other reasonably foreseeable future projects 
and does not assume that “nothing else at all will be done.”

With regard to enhancements to the environment, please also 
refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for information 
on focused studies completed since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS in 2010.  Based on those studies, I-5 crossings at San 
Elijo, Batiquitos, and Buena Vista Lagoons are proposed to be 
lengthened to improve tidal flows.  Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” also addresses the importance of the Transportation 
Resource and Enhancement Program.  This program is being 
coordinated among the transportation planning agencies with 
oversight by the California Coastal Commission and wildlife 
resource agencies and will address transportation-related impacts 
on a regional scale.

With regard to beach access, the project is not located adjacent 
to beaches and, therefore, would not directly affect beach access 
or accessibility.  Regarding potential indirect effects on regional 
accessibility due to I-5 construction activities, mitigation for traffic 
construction impacts would be addressed through the preparation 
of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP), as required and described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.6.4.  A TMP is a method for minimizing activity-
related traffic delay and accidents by the effective application of 
traditional traffic handling practices.  The TMP would include a Public 
Awareness Program to distribute information such as construction 
schedules and locations, as well as a Traffic Operations Strategies 
Program to implement and evaluate on-the-ground efforts to address 
traffic-related concerns including road closures and alternate route 
strategies.  Please refer to Topical Response “Construction Traffic.”

Potential indirect impacts on beach access and accessibility are 
anticipated to be minimal, as a result of the preparation of a TMP.  
Over the long term, improvement of vehicular movement on I-5 
would be expected to result in improved accessibility to the coast 
for travelers using the State route.  Access across I-5 also would 
be improved through community enhancement features, which 
include enhanced bicycle and pedestrian crossings of I-5.
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Although Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volumes on I-5 would 
increase with the build alternatives in comparison with the No 
Build alternative (refer to Table 3.6.2 of the Final EIR/EIS), the 
change in traffic volume on I-5 would not represent a net increase 
within the North Coast Corridor, which includes the beach areas.  
Rather, the increase reflects the fact that reduced congestion on 
I-5 would encourage more trips to use the freeway rather than 
surface streets, such as Pacific Coast Highway where some of 
the beach parking is located.  The number of ADT within the North 
Coast Corridor would remain constant regardless of changes to the 
freeway because trips are related to land use and not roadways.  
Thus, the increase in ADT on I-5 would be offset by a proportionate 
decrease in the ADT on surface streets connected to I-5 and the 
amount of vehicles parking at the beach would be unaffected.   

The EIR/EIS includes an extensive evaluation of potential 
project-related impacts and related avoidance, minimization, 
and/or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures.  Based on the results of the analysis 
contained in the EIR/EIS, the proposed project would result in a 
number of environmental impacts, including impacts related to 
lagoons, traffic noise, visual quality, community character, cultural 
resources, and water quality.  Caltrans, therefore, has worked 
closely with local communities and technical specialists to design 
the improvements in a manner that reduces those impacts.  Where 
design measures were unable to sufficiently reduce environmental 
impacts, mitigation measures were developed and included in the 
EIR/EIS to avoid and/or further reduce environmental impacts. 

Regional taxation is beyond the purview of Caltrans or the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), which are the lead agencies 
for this EIR/EIS.  Comments regarding a potential Quality of Life 
tax would be better addressed to the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG), which is responsible for the proposed 
ballot measure.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects, community enhancements at 
various locations along the freeway have been identified.  Some 
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of these facilities, including the replaced MacKinnon Avenue 
Overcrossing, are intended to improve connections between the 
east and west sides of the freeway.  The community enhancement 
opportunities were developed in consultation with local communities 
and are not reflective of the input of any one person.

The Manchester Avenue Interchange improvements were identified 
in the Draft EIR/EIS (refer to Figure 2-2.14q) and are not new 
project features (with this area depicted on Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
26 and 27, in Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS).  Both the Birmingham 
Drive overcrossing and the Santa Fe Avenue undercrossing would 
be improved as part of the proposed project (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 30/30a and 32).

Project phasing is illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-4.1a through 
2-4.1c.  As shown on Figure 2-4.1a, the stretch of I-5 between 
Manchester Avenue and SR-78, including the improvements to 
the Birmingham Drive overcrossing and the Santa Fe Avenue 
undercrossing, as well as the Manchester Avenue Direct Access 
Ramp (DAR) would all be constructed within the first phase of 
the project (to be completed by 2020).  Specific construction 
phasing within this overall phase would be determined during the 
final project design.  If a build alternative is selected, the specific 
phasing would be developed in a manner that allows construction 
to proceed efficiently, with minimum disruption to traffic flow and 
adjacent communities.
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Noel Spaid
11/09/2010 11:20 AM  
Subject: Re: I-5 Corridor Proposal 

I am Noel Spaid, Chair of that PLAGUE and we endorse Transit, not Traffic because ALL 
studies have proven that expanded freeways fill up to 90%+ in 2 to 4 years. Thus we spend 4.5 
BILLION dollars for a zero return in 2-4 years and start all over again. LA has finally turned to 
Metro and given up on expanding freeways- why- it doesn't work. To waste 4.5 BILLION on 
proven failure is insanity. It really ins't more difficult than that, Transit works and is the solution in 
every modern city that has adopted it, every city- time for San Diego to enter the 21st Century 
and provide workable, sustainable solution to our massive transportation problem - Mass 
Transtit. Both are going to cost big. Let's put our money in the winner. On Nov 9, 2010, at 9:59 
AM, Bonner, William (IS) wrote:

http://www.nctimes.com/news/local/sdcounty/article_cca5329c-7131-5ee6-9169-3babefbec6e 
4.html

I’m amazed at how the I-5 Corridor plan remains focused on Politics rather than a pragmatic 
approach to increasing traffic flow. Rather than establish more lanes which everyone can use, 
your Caltrans team is attempting to implement more restricted lanes (which all of us pay for) that 
few people use. The I-15 corridor expansion is a perfect example of how Carpool lanes simply 
don’t work. While the project turned out beautiful, well constructed structurally/aesthetically .. 
anyone can stand on an overpass midweek during rush hour and see for themselves how this 
setup FAILS the vast majority of commuters. All these public officials and “environmental” 
groups have hamstrung us into paying for carpool lanes by Law without a vote, yet few people 
can find a carpool situation that works. Few people can find a carpool partner whose A to B 
route to work and work schedule matches their own. I know because I’ve tried. Sadly, we all 
have to sit in traffic each day while somebody’s idealistic plan gets put into place using our hard 
earned tax dollars. What a slap in the face, we work hard and pay all these taxes for … virtually 
nothing. Next, any suggestion of an environmental impact is a joke. The I-5 corridor has been 
there for decades and is surrounded by houses … virtually NO natural environment has existed 
along the I-5 for 50 years!! Lagoons?? … well the highway runs right OVER them. No Impact. If 
our Lagoons were so precious how was it possible that the Del Mar Lagoon was allowed to be 
utterly shredded by construction and earth movers for the past year? So the natural flow of this 
Lagoon is decimated, apparently with the blessing of local environmental groups and that’s ok, 
yet we have to spend tens of millions more studying the ‘impact’ to this lagoon again ?? … And 
other Lagoon environments along the way? Whatever, this ‘Study’ money is a waste … it’s used 
to fund Lawyers, bureaucrats, and environmental groups who produce nothing while 
construction remains at a standstill, like my car. This red tape, bureaucracy and the excess 
power/influence allotted to specific so-called ‘environmental’ groups is a form of blackmail. As a 
Conservationist, Engineer and avid outdoors person I see no tangible impact to an I-5 
expansion, only bullshit roadblocks from the self-righteous and ignorant. Reading through 
comments critical of any I-5 expansion are abundant references to Trains and Mass Transit. 
One article mentioned a woman from Del Mar who wanted high speed trains like they have in 
France. I find it quite ironic and extremely hypocritical that any old fart from Del Mar, the town 
which voted to SHUT DOWN its train station, would demand more trains as a solution. Seems 
this woman just wants a fanciful notion of a Train, a Train she might take once per year to a 
garden party in Point Loma on the weekend. I’m guessing she’s never worked, never commuted 
a day in her life. Only a sheltered Del Mar housewife could display such complete ignorance. 
The Coaster, Sprinter and other trains in San Diego County have been in place for decades. 
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Response to Noel Spaid  

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The proposed project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system.  The project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial number of additional trips that would result in reaching 
capacity sooner.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle/
Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a 
quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic 
congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, the potential for 
the project to result in increased traffic, referred to as induced or 
latent demand, has been included in the project’s analysis and is 
addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase 
of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project, due to a combination of project-specific and regional 
efforts.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
for additional information regarding the project’s accommodation 
of anticipated and latent traffic and to Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” for an explanation of why transportation improvements 
are an ongoing and sometimes repetitive process.

Regarding success in Los Angeles, each highway carries different 
numbers of users, variable peak use hours, and has different 
alternative routes or transportation modes available to it.  As a 
result, no one answer is appropriate for all segments of our State 
highway system.  The proposed I-5 NCC Project is just one element 
of multi-agency, multimodal transportation improvements planned 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding public transportation and mass 
transit.  Regional transportation agencies agree, however, that 
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Yet, still remain relatively unused. Why is this? Why aren’t all the concerned citizens … those 
voicing their objection to I-5 expansion .. on these trains?? I used to commute on Amtrak to 
Orange County, for months, never was a train even half full. Trains are only a solution for stupid 
or naive people who don’t understand population density. New York and Boston have great 
subway and light rail systems … I know, I lived there… but those systems just won’t work here. 
Busses are even less utilized. They have continually been subsidized and often spew out more 
CO2 per passenger than any car due to the low ridership. Clearly the solution here is more 
lanes and efficient on/off ramps which working people CAN use. Seems the majority of people 
who show up to these Caltrans meetings don’t work or don’t commute, while the rest of who pay 
the bills us are stuck in traffic .. those unaffected by traffic congestion ironically are the ones are 
planning our highways and attending these meetings. In Boston and other places (including I-
15) movable medians are used to create more lanes for the flow of rush hour traffic.  
The concept is simple and could be easily implemented in San Diego without adding these 
billion dollar lanes!! Certainly an additional 2-4 lanes would help, and should be put in place. 
People worried about noise? Try rubberized asphalt rather than these noisy concrete roads .. 
again, a simple solution, doesn’t require some fancy computer model or 10 years of study … 
just observation. Concerns for additional noise are unfounded, the number of cars on the road 
won’t change just the flow and speed of cars. I’m saddened and angry how my family and my 
tax dollars have been held hostage to pathetic special interests like PLAGUE. Project planning 
drags on for decades before a single shovel is lifted yet tens of millions in bribery money (taxes) 
is spent on ‘studies’ or reports which amount to nothing more than someone’s preformed 
political postion on the original proposal. Environment?? How about the environment in San 
Diego County Households?? Does anyone care about that? Does anyone care about family life 
in San Diego County?? I could use the extra 40 minutes per day to go cycling, cook dinner, and 
be with my loved ones rather than on a noisy concrete highway in stop and go traffic thanks in 
part to Caltrans and tainted Special Interests like PLAGUE or dumb selfish people in Del Mar. If 
ocean views and shrubbery are important on your drive .. then you don’t drive to work. Take the 
101 and give me more lanes. The Government (Fed, State, Local) has collected far more 
money in transportation taxes over the years than it’s ever invested in real tangible 
infrastructure. It’s about time Caltrans and San Diego County helped out the people who really 
make this County work, it’s about time Commuters got the infrastructure we’ve been paying for 
all these decades. Add 4 lanes and a movable median !!  

Bill Bonner  
Sr. Engineer, Conservationist, Avid Outdoors Person, Commuter  
Carlsbad, CA
william.bonner2@ngc.com  

01
cont.

mass transit alone cannot adequately address North Coast 
Corridor congestion. 

Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
regarding issues associated with the use of highway funds for 
improvement of alternative transportation modes.

Responses to comments from William Bonner are provided in this 
volume of this appendix.
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893
Stefanie Sprague
11/22/2010 07:37 AM 
Subject: Against the 1-5 expansion

HI,
I live in Encinitas and am against the interstate 5 expansion. There are many alternatives out 
there that have not been explored. It is obvious expanding the freeway is not the long term 
answer to gridlock.  

Thank you,
Stefanie

01

Response to Stefanie Sprague 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Please refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” 
with regard to the regional transportation planning process, and 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding the variety of 
alternatives screened for the North Coast Corridor.

01
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950
Valerie Stander  
11/18/2010 04:32 PM  
Subject: I-5 expansion

Expanding the freeways is not a long-term solution. Ultimately we have to have better public 
transportation.  I try to ride the coaster to work 3 days a week and we really need better 
schedules!

01

Response to Valerie Stander 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The proposed project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as one 
element of multi-agency, and multimodal improvements planned 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Based on current planning and 
modeling projections, roadway improvements are a necessary 
element of the transportation network through 2050.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding public 
transportation (including planned improvements to the Coaster), 
Topical Response “Transportation Funding” regarding the use of 
highway monies for alternative transportation modes, and Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives studied 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Comments regarding rail schedules 
would be better directed to the North County Transit District, which 
is responsible for Coaster operations.

01
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811
Anne Steinberger  
10/22/2010 02:48 PM 
Subject Follow up from SANDAG 

Question: What is being done to consider putting money into alternative transportation, such as 
rail and bus? Shouldn't there be thought put to bus and train schedules coinciding as well as 
later trains to and from San Diego -especially on the weekends? What is being done to protect 
the people of the I-5 corridor and the landscape? I do not want to live in LA- that is why I live in 
Carlsbad. What assurance does Carlsbad have that there will be enough money left for sound 
walls-if the project is approved.  

Anne Howard Steinberger
Marketing Manager
SANDAG 401 B Street,  
Suite 800 San Diego, CA 92101
(619) 699-1937
(619) 699-1905
Visit our Web site at www.sandag.org

01

02
03

Responses to  Anne Steinberger 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public 
transportation.  Funds from the TransNet program, approved 
by voters, are distributed to transportation projects in general.  
TransNet monies are divided so that approximately one-third each 
goes to highways, transit, and local roadways.  With regard to bus 
and rail schedules, these services are within the jurisdiction of 
another agency; Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to the 
North County Transit District (NCTD), which has jurisdiction over 
public transportation in North County.  

The purpose of the EIR/EIS is to examine the potential 
environmental impacts of the alternatives being considered for the 
proposed project.  A number of efforts have been made during the 
project design process to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-
related impacts to the maximum extent practicable, including 
impacts to people and landscapes.  Specifically, following the 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 

01
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always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

02
cont.

With respect to the availability of funding for soundwalls, these 
structures are included as minimization and/or mitigation measures 
as discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS.  Specifically, 
soundwalls identified as “feasible” and “reasonable” as described in 
Section 3.15, Noise, and recommended for construction following 
final engineering design and property owner coordination would 
be built as part of the project, with associated costs incorporated 
into the overall project funding and earmarked specifically for the 
recommended soundwalls.

03
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826
Maria Stephens 
10/11/2010 07:30 PM  
Subject: not like this

Your idea for expansion will ruin so many things that make my home in Encinitas a wonderful 
place to live. Increased noise. Your solution to put up a huge hideous wall is not a solution. So 
often when we have been traveling and we drive back home from LA our first view and the 
continued view of the ocean and the lagoons makes us feel we live in a place that is not only full 
of natural beauty, but of people who have the sense to preserve this. Look at all the lagoons 
that have been restored and protected. Yes, we need alternatives to our transportation. Amtrak 
has reduced its number of Coaster runs per day or I know many of us who would use it more. 
Because we have the Coaster running basically parallel to I-5 we could create more shuttle 
options along the train tracks to take us where we need to go. Urban development should have 
planned for mass transit options to get us where we need to go. Greater incentives for car 
pooling would also save on traffic. More cars is not the answer to our global warming problems. 
You should be spending the money this expansion would cost on making California a model 
state on new, innovative mass transit options. I live within a few blocks of the proposed 
expansion. Your idea , if it comes to pass, which seems a nightmare to me, will have a direct 
negative effect on the quality of life I now enjoy in my little coastal town. I hope there will be 
several better alternatives to choose.

Maria Stephens
Encinitas, Ca since 1978  

01

02

03

Responses to Maria Stephens 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding project-related noise-abatement measures and related 
coastal views in the City of Encinitas.  As described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related noise level increases 
would vary by location, the majority of these increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures as required by 
the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations, including the City of Encinitas 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 through 40, and
Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities has 
been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

The soundwalls discussed above do not represent a continuous 
structure but involve a number of separate walls that demonstrate 
noise-abatement efforts pursuant to associated FHWA and 
Caltrans guidelines.  Scenic coastal views for freeway motorists 
and residents in pertinent areas, however, are protected under the 
Coastal Act.  View impacts from the project to the coastline, lagoons, 
and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a matter of 
project design.  These resources are typically most visible across 
or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and these 
views would be maintained.  Accordingly, proposed soundwalls with 
the potential to block applicable scenic views would be reviewed 
during the coastal permitting process and, if appropriate, may be 

01
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deemed not “reasonable” to construct as proposed.  The decisions 
could entail efforts such as not constructing the associated 
soundwalls, constructing “shorter” walls to avoid view disruptions, 
and/or using transparent materials to maintain existing views for 
viewers east of I-5.

01
cont.

Regarding Coaster and Amtrak improvements, such projects are 
being planned concurrently with the proposed project, as described 
in Topical Response “Rail Preference.”  Comments regarding rail 
schedules and related shuttles would be better addressed to the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), North County 
Transit District (NCTD), and/or Amtrak, which have jurisdiction over 
train routes and schedules.

As described in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” a 
comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to address regional growth patterns that determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best handle the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  While the planned growth pattern is anticipated to result in 
an increased use of transit, and transit improvements are planned 
for the corridor (refer to Topical Response “Mass Transit”), the 
changes that are contemplated in land use planning and alternate 
transportation modes will take many years to come to fruition.  The 
associated RTP, therefore, identified the need for a number of 
regional roadway improvements, including the proposed project, 
to accommodate projected transportation demand through 2050. 

Planned alternative transportation projects, when combined with 
the I-5 NCC Project, will provide a balanced transportation system 
for people to travel within and through the North Coast Corridor.  

The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lanes is intended to provide incentive for I-5 users to carpool as 
well as to establish a reliable option for carpoolers to reach their 
destination in a timely manner.  Buses can benefit from these lanes 
as well.  HOV/Managed Lanes also have been shown to decrease

02
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traffic when compared to I-5 use without HOV/Managed Lanes.  
Although Caltrans cannot direct California employers to require 
carpooling, carpooling is an important option for drivers in the I-5 
corridor, now and in the future.  

Regarding problems related to global warming, EIR/EIS Section
4.6, Climate Change, provides an analysis of project greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions, including a quantified evaluation of potential 
impacts from the project build alternatives.  As discussed therein, the 
project build alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout carbon 
dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego region, for example, by 
hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  These decreases would be the 
result of the decreased congestion and improved travel times along 
the corridor attributable to the proposed project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
on GHG and related global warming and climate change issues.

Planning for the North Coast Corridor has been the focus of multi-
agency review and public outreach since 2000.  Alternatives of all 
types were evaluated during early corridor planning steps (please 
refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives”).  Please refer to 
the discussion above regarding planned mass transit improvements 
and Topical Response “Transportation Funding” regarding the use 
of highway monies for alternative transportation modes.

02
cont.

Regarding potential project impacts to the local quality of life, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those impacts are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities near 
the highway.  Please note that following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also 
refer to the response to your Comment 02 regarding alternatives 
evaluated for the North Coast Corridor.  

03
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700
Lee Sterling 
7/13/10 8:45 PM 
Subject: Questions (request form Q) 

Inquiring the action projects: I-5 Corridor Question: What is going to be the impact on Pireaus 
St. leading from La Costa Ave. and leading to Skyloft Blvd.?  01

Response to Lee Sterling

Thank you for your comments regarding impacts to Pireaus 
Street, which are part of the public record.  As shown on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 37 through 40, the northern portion 
of Piraeus Street would not be modified by the project.  The 
existing alignment and intersections with both La Costa Boulevard 
and Sky Loft Road would not be modified under the project build 
alternatives.

Regarding potential traffic impacts, a thorough process was 
conducted to determine which local street segments warranted 
a detailed analysis of potential project impacts.  Identification of 
roadway segments with a forecast daily traffic volume increase 
of 500 or more, and tabulation of the affected roadway segments 
and signalized intersections adjacent to these segments was 
completed.  A preliminary threshold of 500 or more was established 
based upon the San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) 
Congestion Management Program (CMP), which states that the 
generation of 50 or more peak hour trips by a land development 
or transportation project triggers the need for an assessment 
of potentially significant traffic impacts.  Fifty peak hour trips 
translate into 500 daily trips, with the assumption that peak hour 
traffic is approximately 10 percent of total daily traffic.  The Area 
of Influence was refined based upon review and input from local 
jurisdiction stakeholders.  In some instances, additional roadway 
segments and intersections were identified for study.  Other street 
segments in the vicinity were not analyzed further, based on the 
lack of potential for significant impacts.  Based on this process, 
Pireaus Street was determined not to warrant detailed analysis.

01
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01

02

Responses to Pat Stewart

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  I-5 is a regionally important facility, and a large number of 
individuals rely upon the highway for access to work, as well as to 
medical, educational, commercial, and/or recreational locations.  
Caltrans routinely conducts extensive public outreach programs, 
as has occurred with the I-5 NCC Project, to solicit general public 
opinion and concerns and allow the highway improvements to 
reflect that input to the extent practicable.  

01

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest 
of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 
8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  As detailed in Table 3.6.3, 
Total Delay, Congested Hours, and Travel Time Per Day, of the 
EIR/EIS, the Preferred Alternative is anticipated to reduce afternoon 
travel times by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 11 to 18 minutes
southbound, relative to the No Build alternative in 2030 conditions.  
Without the project, these congested conditions would prevail for 
three and one-half hours northbound and six hours southbound 
during a.m. peak hours and for six hours northbound and seven 
hours southbound during p.m. peak hours.  With the focused 
improvements provided under the Preferred Alternative, these 
overall periods of congestion would drop to no hours of congestion 
for northbound and lower by half an hour southbound for a.m. peak 
travelers, as well as lower by five hours for southbound travelers 
during p.m. peak hours.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 

02
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are currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to mass transit.

02
cont.
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818
Alan Strang  
10/20/2010 07:33 PM  
Subject: Comments/Questions on the environmental impact study for the I5 corridor 

As a resident living in the vicinity of the proposed widening of the I5 corridor, I have some 
questions on the environmental impact study and would appreciate your response (by email). 
My wife and I live on Highland Court, Solana Beach. What is the basis of the traffic increase 
projections? The study says that increased traffic flow will reduce pollution. Does this contain 
any assumptions on traffic generation impacts of increasing freeway capacity? Is so, what are 
they? If not, why not? Is it true or not that the majority of past research work on freeway 
widening shows traffic increasing to match the increased capacity?  Please cite references. How 
has the environmental impact been measured on non-adjacent (and regionally) communities of 
increased housing development resulting from increased freeway capacity? The study appears 
to assume in its calculations that increased noise levels and particulate distribution rise vertically 
and are transmitted east/west only. Is this the case? Has any analysis been done of north/south 
drift in areas where the freeway curves and alters direction. What provisions are there for 
purchasing properties not demolished but blighted by increased closeness to the freeway? Are 
these costed into the budget? If so, how much are they? The study admits that there will be 
adverse impacts on our environment but cites mitigation which will offset them. The greater part 
of the mitigation  will be done elsewhere e.g. the wetlands will be expanded towards Rancho 
Santa Fe, or it will be done by “Others”. When I asked at a public meeting who the others were, 
the Caltrans response was that SDG&E, other utilities and public bodies would do it but it would 
be dependent on them having enough money to do it. Is it correct that the Caltrans project 
would not be paying for it and that as mitigation is not costed into the Caltrans  budget, Caltrans 
cannot promise it will be done? Does this mean that the total cost figures cited in the study are 
not the total cost, i.e. that other funding is required from third parties? If this is the case, how do 
we know that it will be done?  

There are also proposals to improve rail transport by double tracking the rail lines and improving 
the rail service Are the rail improvements costed into or funded by this project ? If so, what are 
they? If not, how much are they budgeted at and by whom? Will these proposals depend on 
separate discussions with people living by the rail lines for them to agree on increased noise 
and property losses. and is this costed into the project by Caltrans?  

Alan Strang

01

02

03

04

05

06

Responses to Alan Strang

Thank you for your comments regarding project-related traffic and 
pollution (air quality) concerns, which are part of the public record.  
Project-related traffic projections are derived from established 
sources such as the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) series forecasts, as well as project-specific technical 
analyses.  The need for improvements associated with the I-5
NCC Project is based on population projections, which were 
independently prepared by SANDAG as part of its 2050 Regional 
Growth Forecast.  Caltrans used the Regional Transportation 
Model prepared by SANDAG, which is based on SANDAG’s 
growth forecast, to predict traffic conditions expected within the 
North Coast Corridor with and without future improvements to 
I-5.  In determining traffic congestion, Caltrans used the Highway 
Capacity Manual (HCM) prepared by the Transportation Research 
Board.  The HCM is a worldwide reference for transportation 
and traffic analysis.  Year 2030 traffic projections are outlined in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and 
Bicycle Facilities, with forecast methodology provided in the 
related I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Technical Report #5 Traffic 
Demand Forecasting Report (August 2007).

With respect to air quality related pollution, this issue is addressed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  As described therein, the 
project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on project-related air quality concerns.

01

The potential for the project to result in increased traffic, referred 
to as induced or latent demand, has been included in the project’s 
analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  The projected increase 
of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project, as a result of a number of regional and project strategies 

02
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02
cont.

and improvements designed to reduce the growth in the number 
of VMT and to encourage options to the use of single-occupant 
vehicles (refer to Section 2.2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  The proposed 
use of High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.

As described in Section 2.1, Project Description, of the EIR/EIS, 
the overall objective of the I-5 expansion project is to maintain or 
improve the existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 North 
Coast Corridor.  Please refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.3.2, Traffic 
Demand, for additional information regarding the forecasting of 
future traffic levels.  The proposed project is not anticipated to 
increase housing development within regional communities.  It 
would run through several highly urbanized cities and would 
accommodate anticipated growth in the area, based on local and 
regional planning efforts.  Because the North Coast Corridor is 
already highly urbanized, it is not anticipated to become more so 
or have increased development based solely on the proposed 
improvements.  Other constraints are involved, such as land use 
controls within local and regional plans and policies, as well as the 
limited space available for further development.  Also, this project 
is not designed with excess capacity that could induce substantial 
unplanned growth during the design period.

Regarding project-related noise and particulate (particulate matter 
[PM]) analyses, the statement in this comment that these studies 
assume that associated distribution patterns “rise vertically and 
are transmitted east/west only” is incorrect.  Specifically, the 
project noise analysis incorporates the fact that noise generated 
from roadway traffic is not one-dimensional, but rather emanates 
out from the source in all directions.  Accordingly, the analysis in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, as well as the Noise Study Report 
prepared for the project, assess existing and projected future 
noise levels in all applicable locations relative to the project 
corridor, not just in areas to the east and west.  For air quality, 

03
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the evaluation in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, as well as the associated 
Air Quality Analysis, involves a number of considerations related 
to the dispersal of air quality pollutants.  These include specific 
factors such as atmospheric conditions (e.g., wind patterns and 
inversion layers), topography, and the nature of the pollutants 
themselves (e.g., differences in mass and density).  As a result, 
the project’s air quality analysis evaluates the dispersal and/or 
fallout of associated pollutants for all applicable wind patterns and 
other atmospheric conditions.

03
cont.

Substantial adverse impacts to property values or “blight” are not 
anticipated from project implementation.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Property Valuation” for information regarding factors 
affecting residential property value.  

Regarding potential project-related impacts to biological resources 
and related mitigation (including wetlands and coastal lagoons), 
these issues are addressed in the EIR/EIS under the Biological
Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures, including Sections 3.17, Natural 
Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species.  As described, 
project-related impacts to biological resources would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures.  
Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have 
been incorporated into the project design, and an extensive 
mitigation package for unavoidable impacts to habitats and related 
plant/animal species has been developed through coordination 
efforts with the wildlife agencies.  

With respect to mitigation locations (i.e., by watershed) and 
funding, both wetland and upland mitigation efforts include habitat 
preservation, restoration and/or establishment/creation in local 
watersheds to the maximum extent practicable.  That is, these 
types of activities would occur within the same watersheds as 
the associated impacts where areas are available.  Because 
such availability is limited in certain watersheds, however, some 
potential mitigation efforts, particularly wetland habitat restoration 
and establishment, are located in alternative watersheds (although 
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still within the I-5 corridor area).  Summary descriptions of currently 
identified wetland and upland habitat mitigation efforts are provided 
below to identify activities in individual watersheds.  It should also 
be noted, contrary to the statements in this comment, that funding 
for the proposed project would encompass all project-related 
mitigation requirements.  These efforts would not be dependent 
on funding from other agencies or sources.

Identified wetland mitigation for the proposed project would 
include habitat establishment, in addition to preservation and 
enhancement efforts, to comply with regulatory “no net loss” 
requirements.  The majority of the mitigation would occur in the 
San Dieguito watershed due to the noted availability limitations, 
with the remainder located within the watershed of Agua Hedionda 
Lagoon.

Specifically, the following sites have been acquired for mitigation;  
all or part of the 23.1-acre Dean Mitigation Site located adjacent to 
the San Dieguito Lagoon; the 19.3-acre Hallmark Mitigation Sites 
located adjacent to the Agua Hedionda Lagoon; the 22.2-acre 
Deer Canyon II Mitigation Site in the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon 
watershed; the 5.0-acre Lazar Mitigation Site located immediately 
west of southbound I-5 and north of Manchester Avenue; and 
the 19.8-acre La Costa (Ayub) Mitigation Site located near 
Batiquitos Lagoon.

The 47.8-acre Batiquitos Bluffs site has been proposed as potential 
upland mitigation.  Caltrans will continue to work closely with 
the wildlife agencies and CCC, RWQCB and NOAA Fisheries to 
develop the proposed wetland and upland mitigation efforts, which 
will be subject to further refinement during the permitting process.

Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and 
Resource Enhancement Program, the comprehensive solution 
summarized above would provide greater benefits to corridor-
wide resources than a traditional ratio-based mitigation approach.  
Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record 
for a list of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
associated with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon 

05
cont.



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-983

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

05
cont.

Evaluations” for additional information on potential project-related 
impacts to coastal lagoons. 

It is correct that rail improvements are being planned, as discussed 
in Topical Response “Rail Improvements.”  Improvements to the 
rail, light rail, bus transit, bikeway, and pedestrian/trail system 
are being pursued by the agencies responsible for these facilities 
within the North Coast Corridor.  Because potential modifications 
to rail facilities are within the jurisdiction of another agency, cost 
information for the noted projects is not addressed in this EIR/EIS, 
which focuses on the I-5 NCC Project.  Your questions regarding 
rail improvements would be better addressed to SANDAG and 
the North County Transit District, which have jurisdiction over rail 
improvement planning and implementation.

06
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910
Donna Szydelko  
11/21/2010 12:56 PM 
Subject: Comment on Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Interstate 5 North 
Coast Corridor Project 

I support the comment statement by the Torrey Pines Community Planning board in regards to 
the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project .  

The money needs to go entirely to improving mass transit and decreasing private automobiles 
on the roads. This will improve air quality, noise quality, protect our environment for wildlife and 
the enjoyment for future generations.  

Expanding the freeway will just increase car usage and move the congestion problem to side 
streets. Expanding the freeway will be a permanent blight visually, ecologically and will 
decrease quality of life along San Diego's most precious asset, it's coastal areas.  

Donna Szydelko  
13050 Caminito Cristobal  
Del Mar CA 92014  

01

Response to Donna Szydelko 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your support of the comment statement by the Torrey Pines 
Community Planning Board is noted. 

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to public transportation.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the project, 
the proposed project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  As further described 
in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the minimal projected 
increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) on I-5 resulting from the 
project’s implementation would be accompanied by a decrease 
in VMT along regional arterials.  The project is, therefore, not 
anticipated to result in adverse impacts to local streets. 

With regard to the potential for visual blight associated with the 
proposed project, Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  Additionally, 
this section of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that depict 
roadway-level visual impacts of the project.  Please refer to 
Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences between current and 

01



EMAILS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-985

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

proposed views.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual effects 
of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well 
as the less than substantial nature of project effects anticipated 
as viewers leave the I-5 corridor.  The same Topical Response 
also addresses how implementation of new project features is not 
expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the quality of 
life in the coastal communities and neighborhoods already crossed 
by the highway. 

01
cont.
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899
Ross Tanner 
11/21/2010 09:34 PM  
Subject: Comments on I-5 Expansion

I support the plan to expand I-5.  The freeway is already heavily impacted, not just at commute 
times but also on weekends and non-commute weekday times.  The I-5 corridor along with I-15 
are the only major N/S arteries in the County, serving not only the local population but as our 
major connections to the rest of California both of personal and commercial traffic. To not 
expand would place a heavy economic burden on the County. For the region to go forward 
without a plan for expansion would have a devastating impact on the mobility of north coast 
residents, visitors and commercial vehicles.   
Specifically, I support 8+4 with buffer option as it provides a reasonable level of additional 
capacity. As a 40 year plan, the phased approach can expand capacity as required.  If growth 
forecasts do not come to fruition or alternative transportation methods become truly viable, 
future phases could be delayed or cancelled.  But a plan is required and I believe the expansion 
will be required.  

Ross Tanner  
13851 Mercado Dr
Del Mar, CA 92014
Rtanner1@san.rr.com

11/12/2010 09:34 PM 
Subject: I vote in favor of expansion

Most of the people who oppose the I-5 expansion treat the issue as if we were talking about 
expanding Main St., that most commuters simply go from their home to Downtown.  What is 
frequently lost is that I-5 is a major transit corridor, not just from Oceanside to Downtown but 
from San Diego to OC, LA and much of the rest of California.  It’s how most people visiting SD 
arrive.  It’s how nearly all of our food and other good are delivered. Also lost is the fact that this 
is a 40 year plan and we cannot begin to anticipate the impacts on the corridor that will occur in 
that timeframe.  
I live in the Del Mar area and work in Scripps Ranch. My wife works in San Marcos. That is far 
more typical than the commute to downtown that most opponents like to talk about.  The 
topography of San Diego County and the diversity of employment centers mean that public 
transportation, however improved, will not meet the needs of a vast majority of the population.  
We need to continue to make investments in public transportation, but not at the expense of 
continuing to improve the highway infrastructure.  

Doing nothing would be a transportation nightmare.  

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your comments are consistent with the findings of the regional 
transportation agencies evaluating congestion along the North 
Coast Corridor.  Your support for the project is noted.

Consistent with your comment in support of the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative, please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS  as the Preferred Alternative.  

Regarding phasing, the construction period is anticipated to 
extend to 2035 and is expected to serve traffic demand through 
2050 along the 27-mile corridor.  Because the use of public funds 
has to be conservatively planned, phasing focuses on the most 
critical upgrades first.  Please note, however, that the acceleration 
of specific elements consistent with need and funding availability 
is reviewed as part of overall transportation planning in the region.  

As stated in response to your Comment 01, your comments are 
consistent with findings of Caltrans and the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) with regard to the importance of I-5 
as part of the Strategic Highway Network and need for multi-
agency, multimodal improvements within the North Coast Corridor.  
Even with ongoing and planned improvements to alternative 
transportation modes, improvements to I-5 would be required.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” with 
regard to the need for multimodal transportation improvements.

Responses to Ross Tanner
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November 19, 2010 
 
Ms. Shay Lynn Harrison 
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
CA Department of Transportation, District 11 
Division of Environmental Analysis 
MS 242 
4050 Taylor Street 
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
Re: Comments on the Interstate 5 (1-5) North Coast Corridor Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) /Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
 
Dear Ms. Harrison, 

This letter pertains to the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project (the Project) released to the 
public on July 10, 2010 by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), the U.S 
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration. 
 
As a resident of Encinitas, I have serious concerns with the Project itself and the associated 
draft EIR/EIS.  I hereby request that Caltrans and the other agencies responsible for the 
document respond to all comments and questions contained in this letter pursuant to the 
requirements of CEQA and NEPA. 
 

1. THE DEIR/EIS FAILS TO ADDRESS THE PROJECT OBJECTIVE 
 
Is the objective of the project to improve the flow of goods and people through north 
county? If so, the draft EIR/EIS fails to holistically address this basic goal.  The draft 
EIR/EIS makes the assumption that adding freeway lanes is the best means to move more 
cars and trucks on the freeway. However, this assumption fails to take into account 
alternative measures aimed to reduce the amount of trucks and cars traveling on this 
freeway. Why aren’t such alternative measures adequately explored in the draft EIR/EIS? 
The Project allocates a massive amount of funds for roads. By default, this reduces the 
amount of funding available for rail, bus rapid transit, bicycle, multi-modal or other 
alternative forms of transportation.  Why was this policy decision made? Have you taken 
into account the recent survey results showing that San Diego residents prefer mass transit 
alternatives to bigger freeways? Why are Transnet funds being allocated 
disproportionately in favor of more roads to the detriment of mass transit funding? I voted 
in favor of extending the Transnet tax because I want to see the infrastructure for mass 
transit and alternative modes of travel such as bicycle paths greatly increased for San Diego 
County. I did not vote to have this money spent on widening the freeway, and any claim 
that this is the case is patently false. 
 
Has Caltrans given serious consideration to the greenhouse gas emission targets set by the 
Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32)? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain a 
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Caltrans has 
provided a response to each comment received during the public 
review period for the Draft EIR/EIS in this Final EIR/EIS.

Responses to Elizabeth Taylor

The purpose and need (objectives) for the I-5 NCC Project are 
listed in EIR/EIS Section 1.2, Purpose for the Project.  The overall 
project purpose is to maintain or improve the existing and future 
traffic operations in the I-5 North Coast Corridor in order to improve 
the safe and efficient regional movement of people and goods 
for the planning design year of 2050.  The long-term solution 
to facilitating the movement of people and goods through the 
corridor will depend not only on improvements to I-5, but also on 
improvements to other forms of transportation in the corridor and 
changes in land use patterns.  The project objectives do not presume 
that freeway expansion is the best sole transportation strategy; 
rather, they indicate that the proposed improvements are intended 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 to allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions that take extended 
time to implement.  The project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation being developed by the San Diego Association 

01
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of Governments (SANDAG) and other transportation agencies.  
Following the completion of a Corridor System Management Plan 
(CSMP) to address all planned transportation modes, each Lead 
Agency is moving forward with a more detailed review of the portion 
of the system improvements for which it is responsible.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  The 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes 
projects for rail and bus services, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 
and demand management, as well as for highways and local 
streets.  Please refer to Topical Responses ”Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” regarding the improvements 
planned for the mass transit system, as well as Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding the modal alternatives evaluated 
for the North Coast Corridor.  

With regard to the cost of the project, upgrades to this segment of 
the National Strategic Highway Network are important.  In addition 
to maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, the project 
also would benefit the regional economy through reductions in 
projected congestion and gridlock on this major shipping and 
general transportation route.  Caltrans has been working throughout 
the development of the project to balance the benefits of various 
freeway improvements with the direct and indirect costs to find 
the most cost-effective way to achieve the project’s goals.  As 
noted in Appendix A of the 2050 RTP, I-5 improvements from the 
I-5 / I-805 Merge to Vandegrift Boulevard in Oceanside are included in 
the Revenue Constrained Plan.  Monies allocated total approximately 
$3.2 billion.  Federal, State, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC 
Project have been identified, and monies are being tracked.  Local 
transportation funding, including funding for the proposed project, is 
disbursed through the TransNet program.  The $17 billion generated 
during the 60-year life of the program is distributed to transportation 
projects by SANDAG.  TransNet monies are divided so that roughly 
one-third each goes to highways, transit, and local roadways.  Public 
information provided regarding the TransNet bond clearly indicated 
that it was to be used for a combination of highway, transit, and local 
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discussion of how this freeway expansion will allow our region to comply with emission 
reduction targets for our region? What data have you studied showing that more freeway 
lanes will lower emission levels? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS address the issue of 
induced demand? Why are you building more freeway lanes when studies show that they 
inevitably become congested within a short time period? Why aren’t we allocating funds 
toward long-term solutions to reduce congestion such as comprehensive mass transit? 
Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS address how the LOSSAN rail plans will affect vehicle 
congestion on the freeway? Is the policy that freeway expansion is a last resort to improve 
the flow of people and goods in our region? Or is the policy that the majority of funds will 
go toward roads while projects to encourage alternative travel are denied full funding? 
Why isn’t the plan for double-tracking of rail lines being implemented first? Would this 
expansion be needed if priority was given to double-tracking and other measures to reduce 
the number of cars and trucks on the freeway? Why isn’t Caltrans analyzing various options 
pursuant to its corridor system management plan (CSMP)? Why aren’t improvements being 
prioritized according to an integrated CSMP study? 
 
The purpose, need and objectives of the Project should be to identify and implement the 
most cost effective and environmentally benign strategies for efficiently moving people and 
goods in the north coastal San Diego area without a presumption that freeway expansion is 
the best strategy. 
 

2. THE PROJECT DESCRIPTION IS NOT ADEQUATE 
 

CEQA requires an EIR to present an accurate and complete description of the project. The 
road construction described in the draft EIR/EIS is a minimum thirty-year plan to be built 
in stages. Is this a program EIR? Is the Project itself too big to and too long a time span to fit 
the category of project EIR/EIS? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS include up to date 
information concerning nearby commercial developments that will have cumulative 
impacts with the widening project? 

 
 

3. THE DRAFT EIR/EIS FAILS TO PROVIDE SUFFICIENT ALTERNATIVES 
 
CEQA requires that an EIR describe a reasonable range of alternatives to the project under 
review that could feasibly meet the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or 
substantially lessening any significant adverse effects of the project.  Why weren’t viable 
alternatives to freeway widening explored in the draft EIR/EIS? What criteria were used to 
eliminate these alternatives? What data was used to predict future travel demands? What 
pricing models were used for future fuel costs?  
 
Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain an economic analysis of the funding sources for the 
Project? What is the economic feasibility of the four build alternatives? Where are the funds 
coming from? Are the funding sources secured? Why are funds that are supposed to be 
allocated for mass transit being used for HOV lanes that will also be open to single 
occupancy vehicles willing to pay a price? Is this legal? What is the anticipated revenue 
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road projects, and I-5 improvements were specifically included in the 
plan.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.

With respect to your concerns on project-generated greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions and related compliance with California 
Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6, Climate Change.  Specifically, this section provides 
an analysis of GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation 
of associated potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  
As discussed therein, the project build alternatives are estimated 
to reduce buildout carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San 
Diego region by hundreds of tons per day compared with the 
No Build alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  For CA AB
32 compliance, EIR/EIS Section 4.6.5 notes the following:

Caltrans continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s 
Climate Action Team…to…help achieve the targets set 
forth in AB 32.  Many of the strategies Caltrans is using to 
help meet the targets in AB 32 come from the California 
Strategic Growth Plan, which is updated each year...the 
Strategic Growth Plan targets a significant decrease in 
traffic congestion below today’s level and a corresponding 
reduction in GHG emissions.

Based on this discussion and the fact that the project-related 
increase of vehicle miles traveled is anticipated to be relatively 
small (approximately four percent), the project goals to improve 
traffic operations and travel times within the I-5 North Coast 
Corridor—as one element of a larger transportation system 
upgrade, including transit—are consistent with and would 
contribute to State compliance with CA AB 32.  It should also be 
noted that SANDAG’s 2050 RTP includes the project along with 
other multimodal solutions and forecasts a countywide reduction in 
GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by CA AB 32
and California Senate Bill 375. Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Climate Change” for additional information on climate 
change issues and related regulatory conformance.
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04 Discussion of potential “induced” or “latent” demand was 
included in the August 2012 Supplemental EIR/EIS and has been 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  Although Average Daily 
Traffic (ADT) volumes on I-5 would increase a small amount with 
the build alternatives in comparison with the No Build alternative 
(refer to Table 3.6.2 of this Final EIR/EIS), the change in traffic 
volume on I-5 would not represent a net increase within the North 
Coast Corridor.  Rather, the increase reflects the fact that reduced 
congestion on I-5 would encourage more trips to use the freeway 
rather than surface streets, such as Pacific Coast Highway and 
El Camino Real.  Because trips are related to land use types and 
associated activities (e.g., people traveling back and forth to work 
or shopping), and are not generated by roadway modifications, ADT 
within the North Coast Corridor as a whole is expected to remain 
constant regardless of changes to the freeway.  Thus, the increase 
in ADT on I-5 would be offset by a proportionate decrease in the 
ADT on surface streets connected to I-5.  The projected increase 
of VMT is relatively small as a result of a number of regional and 
project  improvement strategies designed to reduce the growth of 
VMT and to encourage alternatives to the use of single-occupant 
vehicles.  Please refer to Chapter 2 and Section 3.6 of the EIR/EIS 
for details.

Caltrans has considered projected growth and the size of 
improvements needed to accommodate such growth.  The 
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated traffic, as well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
regarding limited lifespan of transportation improvements.

The I-5 NCC Project is one element of a larger transportation 
upgrade that SANDAG, with support from other transportation 
agencies, is developing and funding for the corridor in accordance 
with a completed CSMP as described in the response to your 
Comment 01.  Specifically with regard to rail, please refer to Topical 
Response “Rail Preference,” which describes the various alternative 
transportation improvements planned for the North Coast Corridor, 
including the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) 
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heavy-rail line, in addition to the I-5 NCC Project. As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative, double-tracking of the 
LOSSAN rail line was assumed to occur regardless of whether the 
I-5 NCC Project is implemented.  Even with the proposed double-
tracking of the rail line and increasing the number and capacity 
of the trains, the daily 2030 projection of riders is less than 
30,000 (refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.4, History and Background).
Unacceptable levels of congestion, therefore, would still occur 
on I-5 even with the rail improvements, as shown in Final EIR/
EIS Tables 3.6.3 through 3.6.5.  With regard to the timing of 
improvements, CA SB 468 requires the concurrent completion of 
rail and highway improvements where crossing lagoons, unless 
phasing would result in an environmentally superior outcome.

A programmatic EIR may be chosen by the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Lead Agency if the agency feels that future 
actions are uncertain or unclear enough that environmental 
clearance is not possible.  The I-5 NCC Project EIR/EIS is a 
project-specific environmental document.  Caltrans is satisfied that 
this is the appropriate level of environmental documentation for 
this project.  The level of detail in the description, graphics, and 
specific technical analysis is sufficient to adequately evaluate the 
project components in the 27-mile corridor.  

In addition, the EIR/EIS has identified past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable projects as the basis of the cumulative 
analysis. Table 3.25.1 in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.25, Cumulative 
Impacts, summarized those projects within the cumulative 
study area that were determined at the time the EIR/EIS was 
prepared to have the potential to result in adverse impacts to 
those resources that would also be adversely affected by the I-5
NCC Project.  Additional clarification is provided in Final EIR/EIS 
Section 3.25.  Documentation of additional projects has been 
added to Table 3.25.2 and review of environmental resource 
health or status was added to provide the reader with clarification 
regarding the basis for conclusions reached in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  As detailed in Section 3.25, the conclusions reached 
in the Draft EIR/EIS regarding project contribution to cumulative 
effects remain as stated.
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06from these Fast Track lanes? Will the revenue be greater than the cost to construct the 
additional lane? If so, by what date?  
 
Currently, this north coastal area is served by a single track (proposed to be double 
tracked) rail line. How many cars could be removed from the freeway by first completing 
the double tracking and thus allowing for increased frequency of the Coaster? Currently, 
the Coaster offers only intermittent weekday service and does not offer late evening service 
nor service on Sundays.  How many trucks could be removed from peak hour traffic by 
introducing restrictions on time of use? How many trucks could be eliminated by 
improving coastal and inland rail lines and moving freight via rail rather than truck? 
Currently, 95% of goods are moved by trucks in San Diego County. Why isn’t an alternative 
plan being developed and implemented? What is the cost to develop a north coast trolley 
extension beyond UTC/UCSD? How many cars could be eliminated from the freeway if this 
were developed?  
 
Rather than addressing these most basic questions, the draft EIR/EIS assumes that 
expansion of the I-5 freeway is the goal and therefore only those alternatives that involve 
variations of freeway expansion need be considered. This artificially constrains the range of 
alternatives and does not allow for comparing other non-freeway expansion alternatives 
which could also meet the Project objectives. 
 

4. THE “NO-BUILD” ALTERNATIVE IS NOT GIVEN ADEQUATE CONSIDERATION 
 
The “no-build” alternative should include a discussion of all the various transit projects that 
are planned for the region and the impact they will have on need and demand as they are 
completed. This should include a discussion of existing planned rail, bus, multi-modal, 
bikeway and pedestrian improvements. It should also include a discussion of the impact of 
reallocating funds in whole or in part to these other projects. Could one or more or a 
combination of these other strategies move people and goods better than any of the four 
proposed freeway expansion plans? Would these alternatives cost less? Would they lead to 
less environmental damage? The draft EIR/EIS fails to provide the data and analysis to 
quantify how these alternative strategies can contribute to meeting long-term transit 
needs. 
 
The draft EIR/EIS describes the existing Corridor System Management Plan as well as the 
Public Works Plan and the Federal Corridor of the Future Plan. These plans are described 
as efforts to coordinate overall transit planning in the corridor. Why isn’t there any analysis 
of how the proposed project fits in with these other planning efforts? 
 

5. IMPACTS TO THE SAN ELIJOO LAGOON AND WATERSHED HAVE NOT BEEN 
ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED 

 
The principal benefit of the proposed project is the lengthening of the San Elijo Lagoon 
overcrossing bridge, which will remove the hydraulic bottleneck caused by the existing 
bridge. However, most aspects of the proposed project will be detrimental to the Lagoon, 
including the proposed Manchester Park and Ride lot and Direct Access Ramp (DAR). Why 
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The alternatives evaluated in the document are corridor-wide 
design alternatives to address the project’s purpose and need.  
Four build alternatives and the No Build alternative are evaluated 
at an equal level of detail in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/
or Mitigation Measures, of the EIR/EIS.

EIR/EIS Section 2.1, Project Description, describes the proposed 
action and corridor-wide design alternatives that were developed 
by a multidisciplinary team to achieve the project’s purpose and 
need while avoiding or minimizing environmental impacts.  Four 
build alternatives and eight alternatives considered but eliminated 
from further discussion are included in Chapter 2, Project 
Alternatives.  The criteria used for identifying and evaluating the 
project alternatives include the project objectives listed in EIR/EIS 
Section 1.2, Purpose for the Project.  The alternatives evaluated in 
the document are corridor-wide design alternatives developed to 
address the project’s purpose and need.  Similarly, the criteria for 
eliminating other alternatives are based on the project’s objectives; 
eliminated alternatives, along with specific reasons they do not 
meet the project objectives, are provided in EIR/EIS Section 2.6,
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion 
Prior to the Draft EIR/EIS.  Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” 
presents even more alternatives screened over the past 20 years 
during programmatic review of all transportation modes in the 
North Coast Corridor.  Additionally, the four build alternatives are 
consistent with the applicable transportation planning documents, 
including the North Coast Transportation Study, CSMP, and 2050 
RTP.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
identifies a reasonable range of alternatives and is in conformance 
with applicable criteria identified in Section 15126.6 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.

Project-related traffic and growth projections are derived from 
established sources such as the SANDAG Series forecasts, as 
well as project-specific technical analyses.  Year 2030 traffic 
projections, for example, are outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic 
and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast 
methodology provided in the related I-5 North Coast Corridor 
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Project Technical Report #5 Traffic Demand Forecasting Report 
(August 2007).  This report notes that initial forecast modeling 
was conducted by Caltrans using the SANDAG Regional Travel 
Demand Model Series 10, Year 2030 and 2015 forecast, with 
verification and adjustments provided based on considerations 
including growth rate forecasts and anomalies, ADT forecasts and 
adjustments, and peak hour traffic forecasts.  During the course 
of the project development process, SANDAG released both the 
Series 11 forecasts and more recently, the Series 12 forecasts.  
Upon review of these different data sets that forecast and model 
traffic up to year 2050, the project development team determined 
that the initial Series 10 2030 forecasted traffic volumes that were 
used for the basis of the original traffic studies, were indicative of 
year 2035 volumes and determined that a revision at this time would 
not alter the results of the associated studies.  These analyses are 
considered representative of what is expected to occur within the 
2040 to 2050 time frame.  Traffic volumes on I-5 have historically 
increased despite continued increases in gasoline prices.  The 
2050 RTP indicates that the increased demand will occur due to 
regional population growth, increased goods movement, increased 
economic growth, and greater recreational and tourist activity.  An 
additional description of traffic forecast methodology is provided 
in Section 2.0 of the referenced technical report, and additional 
information on growth forecasts is included in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth.”  Based on the described considerations, the 
noted data sources and analyses are based on accepted industry 
standards and methods, and they are considered the most 
appropriate and accurate approach for the proposed project.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 with regard to 
funding sources.

Construction of HOV/Managed Lanes would not involve the use 
of funds that are intended to be allocated for mass transit.  As 
discussed in Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, value pricing is 
proposed for all build alternatives, which is an option that provides 
additional highway capacity by allowing Single Occupancy 
Vehicles (SOVs) to pay to use the HOV/Managed Lanes when 
extra capacity exists.  The Value Pricing program would entail 
the implementation of tolls to these SOV users, as approved by 
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CA AB 574 (2007).  CA SB 468 (2011) specifically authorized 
the establishment of a high occupancy toll program on I-5 to be 
administered by SANDAG.  In addition to improved traffic flow 
(and associated air quality), benefits of allowing the use of these 
lanes when capacity exists include revenues from the program 
that would be used to improve transit services and HOV facilities. 

Estimated revenue from the HOV/Managed Lanes for the 8+4 and 
10+4 build alternatives is provided in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.12, 
I-5 HOV/Managed Lanes Estimated Annual Revenue.  Supporting 
analyses and methodologies used to obtain estimated revenues 
from the Value Pricing program outlined on Table 3.6.12 can 
be found in the I-5 North Coast Value Pricing Planning Studies 
Concept Plan Volumes 1 and 2 (incorporated by reference into 
the Draft EIR/EIS).  The revenue generated from the Value Pricing 
program would not be greater than the cost to construct the 
additional lanes.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 02 and 04 for 
additional discussions regarding planned rail improvements and 
their relationship to the proposed I-5 NCC Project.

Regarding the existing railway and current Coaster schedule and a 
trolley extension beyond UTC and UCSD, please note that Caltrans 
is a State agency with responsibility for state highways.  Because 
potential modifications to rail services are within the jurisdiction of 
another agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to 
SANDAG and the North County Transit District (NCTD), which 
have jurisdiction over train routes and service.  Please note that 
the extension of light rail was previously considered for the North 
Coast Corridor and rejected as a system alternative, as described 
in Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives.”

With regard to prohibiting trucks during peak travel times, truck 
traffic comprises approximately five to seven percent of I-5 traffic 
in the existing condition.  This is also the projected future condition.   
Given the relatively small percentage of trucks on I-5, the potential 
benefits to traffic flow would not justify the potential impacts on 
routes, users, businesses, and delivery actions by placing timing 
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restrictions on trucks in the general purpose lanes.  Furthermore, 
Caltrans has no statutory authority to interfere with interstate 
commerce, especially that involving trucks coming from Mexico 
and going to Los Angeles.  Free market dictates the times of day 
trucks travel on the freeway routes.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 02, 04, and 07 
regarding project alternatives.  As noted, the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation, with systemwide alternatives 
evaluated over an approximately 20-year period.

The I-5 NCC Project is part of a balanced, multimodal transportation 
network.  Please refer to the responses to your Comments 02 
and 04 for a discussion of how the project and related planning 
fit within the regional transit system.  The No Build alternative 
is properly evaluated in each technical issue section in EIR/EIS 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  As 
discussed in EIR/EIS Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative, the 
“no build” analysis must discuss the existing conditions as well 
as what other projects would be reasonably expected to occur in 
the foreseeable future if the proposed project were not approved.  
The No Build alternative provides a baseline for comparing the 
impacts with the other alternatives.  As described in Topical 
Response “Transportation Funding,” the allocation of funds 
between transportation modes is undertaken by SANDAG and 
is not within the authority of Caltrans.  As a result, the No Build 
alternative assumes the allocation to various transportation modes 
as currently planned by SANDAG.  By not expanding the freeway, 
the No Build alternative would certainly cost less and have fewer 
environmental impacts than the build alternatives.

The I-5 NCC Project is recognized to be only one element of a 
larger transportation system upgrade being developed for the 
corridor.  The RTP and associated planning process, as well as the 
Major Investment Study described in Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives,” were the more appropriate venues to examine the full 
range of transportation strategies.  With those prior studies having 
evaluated and planned the multimodal system for the North Coast 

doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS evaluate the option of lengthening the bridge without widening 
it? What impacts would the proposed Park and Ride and DAR have on habitat linkage to the 
Lagoon? How does the Park and Ride and DAR integrate with the EIR/EIS for the 
restoration of the San Elijo Lagoon? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain an analysis of 
adverse impacts to wildlife? How will the Project impact the visual and scenic corridor 
around the Reserve? Will wetlands be lost as a result of the Project? If so, what mitigation 
measures are proposed? How is the Project consistent with the City of Encinitas’ goal of 
preserving prime agricultural lands? Why doesn’t the draft EIR/EIS contain an analysis of 
the impacts to the Lagoon and adjoining open space and agricultural lands that currently 
provide existing wildlife corridors? How is the loss of 18.5 acres of prime agricultural land 
in the coastal zone consistent with the City’s Local Coastal Program? Will this project 
adversely impact Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas as defined in the Sections 30233 
& 30240 of the Coastal Act? If so, what is the proposed mitigation plan? Does the draft 
EIR/EIS take into consideration the effects of predicted sea level rise and corresponding 
loss of upland refugia the Project would entail? Does the Project follow the State’s guidance 
on Sea Level Rise for sensitive coastal resources? Will the Park and Ride and DAR result in 
increased traffic along Manchester? Will this create additional impacts to the sensitive 
habitat of the San Elijo Lagoon? Will the Park and Ride be lit? What impacts will this have 
on wildlife? What impacts will construction activities have on wildlife? What impacts will 
storm water runoff have on the Lagoon? What impact will a wider freeway have on runoff 
volume? What impacts will increased noise levels have on wildlife and hikers? What 
impacts will increased air pollutants have on wildlife and vegetation and hikers? 
 

6. IMPACTS ON LOCAL FEEDER ROADS HAVE NOT BEEN CONSIDERED 
 
Why are potential impacts to traffic on roads near the freeway not analyzed and described? 
Any increase in cars entering and exiting a widened freeway will undoubtedly add to the 
congestion within Encinitas city limits. Why isn’t a traffic analysis trip study included in the 
draft EIR/EIS for each surface street connecting to the freeway.  Why isn’t a connectivity 
study included in the draft EIR/EIS? How would the Manchester Park and Ride affect local 
feeder roads? How would a Coaster rider get from the Encinitas Transit Station to the Park 
and Ride and the bus rapid transit proposed for the freeway? This Park and Ride is not 
connected to existing transit options and will inevitably increase congestion on feeder 
roads. 
 

7. IMPACTS TO WATER QUALITY ARE NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSSED 
 

The Project will have adverse impacts on the water quality of the coastal lagoons and 
beaches.  The massive increase of impervious surface area will lead to increased storm 
water runoff.  The existing infrastructure of the I-5 has little to no runoff best management 
practices (BMPs).  Given the beneficial uses of the lagoons and beaches and the current 
303d listings these waters must not be additionally impaired. Will the Project further 
impair these waters? Does this violate the Clean Water Act? What BMPs will be utilized to 
minimize runoff? How will the increased traffic levels affect aerosol deposition onto surface 
waters? Will this increase in pollution degrade the beneficial uses of these waters, 
including swimming and surfing? What impacts will this increased pollution have on 
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Corridor, the role of this project-specific EIR/EIS is to evaluate the 
highway element of the system.

The identified build alternatives provide an opportunity and 
potential funding source to lengthen the San Elijo Lagoon bridge 
in conjunction with its widening.  Securing funding for lengthening 
the bridge in the absence of other transportation-related project 
improvements is considered unlikely.

Regarding your concerns about the Manchester Avenue Direct 
Access Ramp (DAR) and proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility and 
habitat linkages to San Elijo Lagoon, please note that applicable state 
agencies, such as the California Coastal Commission (CCC) and the 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW; previously the 
California Department of Fish and Game), have been part of the I-5 
North Coast Project Development Team (PDT) since 2000.  The PDT 
serves as the technical advisory committee and internal decision-
making body for the project and meets monthly during the course of 
project development.  A number of design changes have been made 
to these proposed facilities based on public comments, including 
reducing the number of parking spaces from approximately 400 to 
150.  The revised DAR/San Elijo Multi-use Facility design, as shown 
on EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.5b, would reduce overall project-related 
impacts to existing agricultural uses and native upland habitat, with 
a number of areas adjacent to the project facilities proposed to be 
restored to coastal sage scrub habitat.

Regarding your question about how the proposed San Elijo Multi-
use Facility and DAR at Manchester Avenue integrate with the 
EIR/EIS for the restoration of San Elijo Lagoon,   Caltrans has been 
working with the cities and resource agencies to help move the San 
Elijo restoration project forward by assisting in the planning and 
helping to fund some of the technical studies.  Coordination with 
the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy has been ongoing, including 
receipt of written concurrence on project effects in August 2013 
(see EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination).

Potential impacts to wildlife were disclosed in EIR/EIS 
Sections 3.20.3 and 3.21.3.

10
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With regard to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of 
each build alternative would be high.  Details of visual impacts and 
proposed mitigation measures are addressed in Sections 3.7.3 
and 3.7.4 of the EIR/EIS.  There would be some loss of views 
to scenic resources, and there are modifications to current views 
of the highway right-of-way.  The Manchester Avenue DAR would 
add visual mass to the facility and expand the highway facility into 
adjacent agricultural areas.  A loss of visual open space would 
occur in these areas east of the highway.  View impacts from the 
project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided 
or minimized as a matter of project design.  These resources are 
typically most visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon 
and river bridges, including the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological 
Reserve, and these views would be maintained.  The Manchester 
Avenue DAR’s visual effects have been substantially minimized 
through the elimination of the overpass and incorporation of an 
underpass.  Please also note that where project soundwalls would 
be recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the 
west, there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views 
would not be obstructed.

Sections 3.17 and 3.18 of the Final EIR/EIS discuss the impacts 
to wetlands and the proposed mitigation for these impacts.  
Wetland mitigation for the proposed project would include habitat 
establishment in addition to habitat preservation and enhancement, 
to comply with regulatory “no net loss” requirements.  The impacts 
and proposed mitigation were provided in more detail in the 
Supplemental EIR/EIS, with these details incorporated into this 
Final EIR/EIS.

As stated in Section 3.3, Farmlands/Agricultural Lands of the 
EIR/EIS, the protection of agricultural lands in Encinitas is outlined 
in the Resource Management Element of the General Plan and 
the Encinitas Ranch Specific Plan.  Goal 11 of the Resource 
Management Element recognizes the important contribution of 
agricultural and horticultural land uses in the local economy and 
places emphasis on the need to maintain these activities.  Goal 12
states the City would encourage the preservation of “prime” 
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agricultural lands within the Encinitas Ranch Planning Area west of 
El Camino Real.  All four build alternatives include the proposed San 
Elijo Mulit-use Facility and DAR at Manchester Avenue, which would 
affect active agricultural fields east of and adjacent to I-5, including 
encroachment into approximately 18.5 acres of an approximately 
30.5-acre area of Prime agricultural land that is actively farmed.  
Coordination among SANDAG, Caltrans, and the land owner is 
underway to determine the possibility of continuing agricultural 
operations in the remaining area.  The edges of several parcels that 
house greenhouse and nursery operations would also be impacted 
by the roadway widening, but the widening would not preclude 
continued operations of the businesses at these sites.  Wherever 
possible, the build alternatives followed the existing I-5 alignment to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to farmlands and agricultural lands.  
Impacts would be mitigated pursuant to the Agricultural Resource 
Impact Mitigation Fee program developed as part of the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP).  The fee would provide a number of new opportunities 
to preserve and maintain a variety of agricultural resources and 
activities in the corridor.  Nevertheless, Section 3.1, Land Use of 
the EIR/EIS recognizes that all four build alternatives are potentially 
inconsistent with Goal 12 of the Resource Management Element 
of the City of Encinitas General Plan.

Section 3.1 of the EIR/EIS also states that, while the proposed 
project has the potential to be inconsistent with several community 
and general plan element policies, these inconsistencies are not 
considered to be adverse.  The proposed project would involve the 
expansion of an existing designated major transportation corridor 
and has been designed to minimize impacts to existing community 
land use patterns.  Encroachments associated with the proposed 
project would be discrete and would not adversely affect the overall 
value of the open space, park, biological, and agricultural resources 
within respective jurisdictions.  Furthermore, these discrete 
encroachments would not disrupt or affect overall land use patterns 
within the respective jurisdictions.  On a project level, potential 
project-related farmland impacts would be below standards set by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation 
Service (NRCS) Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program as 
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requiring consideration for protection.  Subsequent to that finding by 
the NRCS, potential farmlands impacts were additionally minimized 
through the elimination of the Cannon Road DAR from the project.  

Regarding your concern about an analysis of the impacts to San 
Elijo Lagoon and adjoining open space and agricultural lands 
currently providing existing wildlife corridors, wildlife corridors 
were addressed in Sections 3.17.1 and 3.17.2 of the EIR/EIS.  
This impact was also addressed in more detail in Table 3.1.4 of 
the Supplemental EIR/EIS, which is included in Tables ES-7 and 
3.17.7 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Regarding your question as to whether or not the project would 
adversely impact Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas 
(ESHAs) as defined in the Coastal Act Sections 30233 and 30240, 
Table 3.1.1 of the EIR/EIS explains that the project is consistent 
with Coastal Act Section 30233 but is inconsistent with Section 
30240 in that it would impact ESHAs.  While the project would be 
inconsistent with Section 30240, it would result in environmental 
benefits by expanding coastal access, improving water quality, 
supporting lagoon restoration efforts, creating coastal habitats, 
meeting multimodal transportation needs, improving community 
connectivity, and enhancing coastal recreational opportunities.  
Mitigation measures identified to address potential land use 
planning and biological resource conflicts are identified in the form 
of the PWP/TREP.  The PWP/TREP was prepared by SANDAG and 
Caltrans, in coordination with California Coastal Commission staff, 
and identifies measures to achieve project consistency with the 
California Coastal Act (CCA), Coastal Zone Management Act, and 
the associated Local Coastal Programs.  Substantial avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been incorporated into the project design, 
and an extensive mitigation package for unavoidable impacts to 
habitats and related plant and animal species has been developed 
in concert with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the 
PWP/TREP, project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluation” for further discussion.

11
cont.
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With respect to potential effects related to projected sea level rise, 
this issue is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, and 
Section 3.9, Hydrology/Drainage (and Floodplains).  Specifically, 
the analysis in Section 4.6 provides a detailed discussion on climate 
change, including the identification of adaptation strategies such as 
long-term planning and risk management to identify and address 
vulnerabilities in the transportation system.  Section 3.2, Project 
Design Measures/Adaptation Management Strategies for Sea 
Level Rise, of the Supplemental EIR/EIS described project design 
measures and adaptation management strategies for sea level rise 
based on the California Natural Resources Agency’s The California 
Climate Adaptation Strategy (December 2009).  That report was 
developed in response to Executive Order S-13-08, which directed 
a number of State agencies to address California’s vulnerability 
to sea level rise caused by climate change.  While the proposed 
project is not directly related to the issue of “upland refugia” that 
may be threatened by sea level rise, project implementation would 
entail impacts to native upland habitats within the I-5 corridor.  As a 
result, a number of parcels have been identified and approved for 
acquisition as potentially appropriate upland mitigation areas.  These 
areas are part of the project mitigation package described above 
in the response to your Comment 08, with related efforts to include 
habitat restoration, preservation, and long-term management.  
Specifically the following sites have been acquired for mitigation: 
all or part of the 23.1-acre Dean Mitigation Site adjacent to the San 
Dieguito Lagoon; the 19.3-acre Hallmark Mitigation Site adjacent 
to the Agua Hedionda Lagoon; the 22.2-acre Deer Canyon II 
Mitigation Site located in the Los Peñasquitos Lagoon watershed 
east of the I-5 / State Route (SR-) 56 Interchange; the 5.0-acre 
Laser Mitigation Site located immediately west of southbound 
I-5 and north of Manchester Avenue; and the 19.8-acre La Costa
(Ayub) Mitigation Site located near the Batiquitos Lagoon.  The 
47.8-acre Batiquitos Bluffs site has been proposed as potential 
upland mitigation.  Caltrans has been working closely with wildlife 
agencies to develop the proposed mitigation package, which will 
be subject to further refinement during the permitting process.

As shown in Table 3.3 of the Draft Technical Report No. 7, Direct 
Access Ramp/Local Circulation System Operations Report, under 
forecast year 2030 conditions, Manchester Avenue would carry 

13
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between 1,200 to 3,200 additional daily trips on the two segments 
east and west of the freeway, respectively, as a result of the DAR 
proposed at that interchange.  In both cases, there is adequate 
capacity on the affected roadway segments to accommodate the 
additional trips.  EIR/EIS Section 3.21.3 discusses noise effects 
on wildlife in the lagoons.  The current maximum hourly average 
noise level in San Elijo Lagoon is 67 dBA.  It should be noted that 
under existing conditions, noise (hourly average level) in excess 
of 70 dBA occurs over various amounts of wetland and upland 
habitats that either support, or have the potential to support, special 
status bird species at the coastal lagoons within the Study Area.  
Although population numbers have undergone natural fluctuations 
over the years, these species continue to forage, nest, breed, and 
otherwise consistently occur within suitable habitat during the 
breeding season in areas subjected to a wide range of noise levels.

Lighting at the Manchester Avenue DAR and proposed San Elijo Multi-
use Facility would be the minimum necessary for safety and security.  
Final EIR/EIS Table ES.2 explains (under Mitigation for Biological 
Resources) that lighting would be shielded and directed away from 
sensitive habitat.  Shielding and directing light away from habitat 
protects wildlife from being more exposed to potential predators 
at night.

Lighting used at night for construction also would be shielded 
away from Environmentally Sensitive Areas.  Other potential 
construction-related impacts to wildlife (e.g., noise and air and 
water quality), including those from activities at the Manchester 
Avenue DAR and proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility, are also 
evaluated in Section 3.21.  A number of related conservation 
measures are identified to address these concerns, including:

•	 The Biological Monitor and a Caltrans Project Biologist 
would be available during pre-construction and construction 
phases to review grading plans, address protection of 
sensitive biological resources, monitor ongoing work, and 
maintain communications with the Resident Engineer 
to ensure that issues relating to biological resources are 
appropriately and lawfully managed.
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•	 A channel large enough for fish movement would be kept 
open throughout construction within the San Luis Rey River 
and all of the lagoons.

•	 Pile driving for bridge construction near the lagoons 
and San Luis Rey River would be completed between 
September 16 and February 14 to minimize construction 
noise impacts to rail and gnatcatcher breeding.

Additional measures associated with habitats and overall 
construction are listed in Section 3.17.3, with a full listing and all 
details in the project ECR.

The issue of potential impacts from storm water runoff in San 
Elijo Lagoon and other applicable areas is addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  This analysis 
evaluates potential project-related water quality and storm water 
impacts in association with the identified build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate BMPs 
to address potential project-related hydrology and water quality 
impacts, based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and 
guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan 
(SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable 
BMPs related to the following project elements and phases:  
maintenance, design pollution prevention (DPP), construction, and 
“treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific BMPs 
are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of 
existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as 
part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/
EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated 
from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now 
contained in Appendix K).  The described BMPs include a number 
of measures that would help to reduce and/or regulate storm water 
flows from the project corridor.  Specifically, these include DPP 
measures such as the preservation of existing vegetation, and 
“treatment” facilities including bioswales and detention basins.  All 
of these BMPs would reduce the rate and amount of storm runoff 
within and from the project corridor, by slowing and/or regulating 
flows and providing infiltration capacity.  
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It should also be noted that since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding potential 
impacts to the biology and hydrology of the six coastal lagoons 
and related waterways within the project corridor, with important, 
new information provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation 
incorporates the results of associated technical analyses including 
biological assessments, hydrologic and hydraulic studies, and 
Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists.  It was intended to 
meet the project’s objectives, determine the appropriate bridge 
lengths and channel dimensions to improve tidal flushing (water 
movement and exchange), and maximize the health and function 
of the lagoons, with the San Elijo bridge and channel proposed to 
be expanded.  In general, the longer bridge at San Elijo, coupled 
with the restoration of the lagoon, is expected to establish more 
wetland in the lagoon and increase overall water quality.  Please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list 
of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” 
for additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons and related waterways.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 14 regarding 
potential noise impacts to wildlife at San Elijo Lagoon.

For potential project-related noise impacts to hikers at San 
Elijo Lagoon, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
while project-related noise increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer 
decibels dBA over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or 
less are generally not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  In addition, the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological Reserve is one of 
the sites evaluated under Section 4(f) criteria in Appendix A of the 
EIR/EIS.  This analysis concluded that project-related “use” of the 
Reserve (as defined under 4[f] guidelines) “…would not adversely 
affect any of the activities, features, or attributes of the Reserve 
that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f) and is 
proposed as de minimis.”  Specifically, with respect to project-
related noise effects, the 4(f) analysis notes:  “Modeling of future 
noise conditions indicated that the Reserve would experience a 
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minimal (i.e., 1 dBA) increase in traffic-related noise.  This 1 dBA 
increase would be imperceptible to park users.”  Based on the 
described information, the data referenced above in this response 
from EIR/EIS Table 3.21.2, and the pre- and post-project noise 
contours shown on Figure 3 of the Noise Study Report included 
as Appendix F to the project Natural Environmental Study (NES, 
available for review at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-
5NCC/TS/TSNatural.pdf), potential project-related noise impacts 
to hikers at San Elijo Lagoon would be minor.

For potential effects to wildlife and hikers at San Elijo Lagoon from 
project-generated air pollutants, and as described therein and in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
with existing conditions.  As a result, no adverse project-related 
air quality impacts to wildlife and hikers at San Elijo Lagoon are 
anticipated.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on project-related air quality issues.

Changes to local roads required by the I-5 NCC Project are 
described in EIR/EIS Chapter 2, Project Description.  The traffic 
implications of these proposed changes on local roads and 
intersections are addressed in Draft Technical Report No. 6, 
Interchange Operations Report, and Draft Technical Report No. 7, 
Direct Access Ramp/Local Circulation System Operations Report.

With regard to increased congestion within the City of Encinitas, 
the role of Caltrans is not to restrict or cause future growth; rather, 
its role is to ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, reliable 
highway system that accommodates the growth anticipated 
by these local and regional planning agencies.  Based on the 
analysis in Section 4.3, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT), of the 
November 2008 I-5 North Coast Freeway Operations Report 
(available at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/
TS/TSTrafficJuly2010.pdf), the addition of the four (maximum) 
HOV/Managed Lanes (express lanes) under the Build alternatives 
is expected to increase total VMY by an additional four percent 
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above the No Build alternative.  This increase is associated with 
the additional forecasted traffic that more lanes can accommodate.  
The increases in freeway VMT would be accompanied by a 
decrease in VMT along regional arterials, including projected 
reductions of 10 to 15 percent on El Camino Real and Pacific 
Coast Highway, respectively, both of which extend through the City 
of Encinitas (refer to CSMP Figure 8.26; available at: http://www.
dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCCCSMP.pdf).  It is unclear from 
this comment what a “connectivity” study would involve; however, 
it should be noted that Caltrans is coordinating with federal, State, 
and local agencies to provide the efficient integration of the freeway 
system and connecting facilities. 

As shown in Table 3.3 of the Draft Technical Report No. 7, Direct 
Access Ramp/Local Circulation System Operations Report, under 
forecast year 2030 conditions, Manchester Avenue would carry 
between 1,200 to 3,200 additional daily trips on the two segments 
east and west of the freeway, respectively.  In both cases, there 
is adequate capacity on the affected roadway segments to 
accommodate the additional trips.

In regard to Coaster riders traveling between the Encinitas Transit 
Station to the park and ride and the bus rapid transit (BRT) proposed 
for the freeway, please note that although the proposed project 
is intended to be compatible with any mass transit option being 
considered by SANDAG and NCTD, Caltrans is only responsible 
for the highway improvements associated with the multimodal 
improvement effort for the North Coast Corridor.  These comments 
would be better addressed to SANDAG and NCTD.

With respect to your concerns on project-related water quality 
effects to coastal lagoons, beaches, and associated waterways, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 15 above.  As 
described therein, EIR/EIS Section 3.10 identifies and evaluates 
potential project-related water quality impacts, including direct 
impacts associated with short-term (construction) activities such 
as erosion within disturbed soil areas (DSA) and the accidental 
discharge of construction-related contaminants (e.g., fuels and 
lubricants.  Long-term (operational) impacts were also evaluated 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,

17
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swimmers and surfers? Will Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for pollutants be 
exceeded as a result of the Project?  
 

8. IMPACTS TO AIR QUALITY ARE NOT ADEQUATELY ADDRESSED 
 
The draft EIR/EIS does not contain an adequate analysis of the human health impacts 
resulting from freeway expansion. There is substantial evidence in published studies that 
demonstrate that residents and sensitive receptors, including children, experience adverse 
health effects from freeway air emissions.  None of these studies were discussed or 
evaluated in the draft EIR/EIS.  The draft EIR/EIS analysis is based on technical studies (Air 
Quality and MSAT Analyses) that were prepared in 2007 and 2008, respectively, which are 
outdated. Updated information, data, and guidance have been issued since the reports were 
written. Why wasn’t current data used to analyze human health impacts?  

The analysis states that the Project is not a project of air quality concern for particulate matter; 
however, the I-5 North Coast Corridor is located in a state nonattainment area, and with 
increases in traffic does have the potential to increase the frequency and/or severity of 
exceedances of the state standard.  How will the freeway expansion increase the frequency and 
severity of our region’s exceedance of the state air quality standard? Also, the draft EIR/EIS 
states that background particulate matter concentrations are decreasing in the San Diego Air 
Basin, which is not shown by the data. How was this claim determined? Why was the only 
sampling station in San Diego Bay, many miles away from the Project site? What impacts will 
increased particulates have on children playing on fields located next to the freeway, such as at 
Ecke YMCA and the proposed Hall Park? Why wasn’t air sampling done at these locations? Will 
the expansion result in even closer vicinity to these emission sources? Will the expansion lead to 
increased NO2 emissions? What impact will these emissions have on human health? Will they 
lead to an increase in asthma rates? 
 
How is the Project compatible with respect to legislation aimed at reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions (Senate Bill 375 and Assembly Bill 32).  Will the additional traffic resulting from 
more freeway lanes contribute additional emissions? Will our region be able to meet our 
emission reduction targets with this expansion? Why haven’t the potential impacts from 
“ultra fine” particulates been included in the draft EIR/EIS?  
 

9. CONCLUSION 

The draft EIR/EIS itself predicts that after 30 years and billions of dollars, the service level itself 
will not be better than it is today. Why would we commit our limited resources to a project that 
we know will only impair our economic prosperity and quality of life? This draft EIR/EIS does 
not adequately address why an expansion is necessary and what the public health and 
environmental impacts of that expansion would be. For these reasons, this document should be 
recirculated once it includes such a discussion for additional review and comment. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Elizabeth Taylor 
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including the generation of vehicle-related contaminants, such 
as particulates and metals from break pad wear, and exhaust-
generated (aerosol) contaminants (e.g., nitrite).  This analysis 
provides quantified assessments of potential impacts related to 
existing and proposed impervious (paved) surfaces as well as 
the identification of associated potential pollutant generation and 
related effects.  The analysis also addresses associated indirect 
impacts such as downstream sediment and contaminant transport 
(i.e., sedimentation) and the potential discharge of contaminants 
related to long-term facility operation and maintenance activities 
such as landscaping (e.g., green waste, pesticides, and herbicides).  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate BMPs to address potential 
project-related water quality concerns.  Runoff from the project site, 
including all new pavement, would be subject to flow regulation 
and “treatment” in the identified BMPs prior to off-site discharge; 
it also might be addressed through efforts such as the use of 
DPP BMPs prior to “treatment” (e.g., to further reduce flow rates 
and/or amounts).  Additionally, as noted above in the response 
to your Comment 08, detailed studies have been prepared since 
the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS regarding potential impacts to 
the biology and hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related 
waterways, with measures (e.g., bridge lengthening at San Elijo 
Lagoon) identified to improve tidal flushing and maximize the 
health and function of the lagoons.

Based on the above discussion, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes 
that the project would comply with all applicable water quality 
standards and regulations, including the Clean Water Act, Regional 
Water Quality Control Board beneficial uses, Section 303(d) impaired 
water listings, and Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). 

18 Regarding your concerns on potential air quality related health 
effects, please refer to the response to your Comment 15 above.  As 
noted therein and in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed 
to improve traffic flow along the I-5 corridor, with a corresponding 
reduction of overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared with existing conditions.  The analysis 
in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 
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49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions 
provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future 
years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term 
health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as previously 
indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
relative to existing conditions.  In addition, all projects involving a 
federal action must comply with Executive Order 13045:  Protection 
of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  
Given the described requirements and the nature of the project to 
maintain or reduce travel time, congestion, and related emissions 
along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that associated health 
effects would also be improved over existing conditions.  Although 
additional information may be available regarding health impacts 
associated with MSAT emissions, the projected reductions in 
MSAT emissions over time remain applicable.

While this comment is correct in noting that the San Diego Air Basin 
(SDAB) is currently a nonattainment area under State standards 
for particulate matter (PM), including inhalable (PM10) and fine 
(PM2.5)PM, the EIR/EIS conclusion that the project is not a “Project 
of Air Quality Concern” under federal guidelines is supported in 
the related analysis provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.  In addition, 
the project would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic 
flow (as noted above in the response to your Comment 15), is 
in conformance with the federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and 
is unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any related 
nonattainment events.  The discussion in Section 3.14 also 
documents the current downward trend in the concentrations of 
PM in the SDAB.  Specifically, as outlined in the 2009 San Diego 
County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD) Annual Report, 
the SDAB has experienced a decline in the number of days with 
unhealthy levels of pollutants including PM10 and PM2.5 over the 
past 20 years, despite the region’s growth in population and VMT.  
A number of measures are also identified in Section 3.14 to control 
construction-related PM generation from sources such as dust 
and diesel exhaust, including requirements for proper equipment 
maintenance and conformance with applicable SDAPCD and 
Caltrans dust-control standards.
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With respect to your comments on the use of air quality monitoring 
data from the San Diego Bay area (the Downtown San Diego 
Station), this issue is addressed in Section 3.14 of this Final EIR/
EIS.  First, please note that the Downtown San Diego air quality 
monitoring station was moved from the 12th Avenue location 
identified in the Draft EIR/EIS to its current Beardsley Street 
location in July 2005, to allow for the development of Petco 
Park.  Table 3.14.4 includes a combination of data from these 
two sources, and this situation has been clarified in the Final 
EIR/EIS.  Regarding the location of the Downtown monitoring 
stations relative to the project corridor, Section 3.14 notes that the 
SDAPCD air quality monitoring station that represents the project 
area, climate, and topography in the SDAB is the Del Mar-Mira 
Costa College monitoring station…As this station only records O3
[ozone], information from the…Downtown San Diego Monitoring 
Station was used because it is the nearest station that monitors 
all of the following pollutants: CO [carbon monoxide], SO2 [sulfur 
dioxide], NO2 [nitrogen dioxide], O3, PM10, and PM2.5.

There are nine air quality monitoring stations in San Diego County, 
with their locations selected by the SDAPCD based on efforts to 
provide relatively conservative background (ambient) data that 
accurately represent the SDAB.  Only the Downtown San Diego 
and Chula Vista stations monitor all six criteria pollutants, with the 
other stations monitoring between two to five criteria pollutants.  
The locations and monitoring efforts at the noted stations are 
beyond the control of Caltrans; the Downtown station has been 
identified as the most suitable for the project analysis per the 
above discussion.  It should also be noted, however, that because 
the identified pollutants are evaluated on a regional basis to 
identify appropriate ambient air quality conditions, the Downtown 
station data are appropriate in that context (i.e., regional ambient 
air quality conditions), and they also provide a conservative 
estimate of the highest background pollutant concentrations in the 
project area due to the nature of associated traffic and emission 
levels.  In addition, the EIR/EIS includes localized screening and 
assessment, respectively, for applicable pollutants including PM, 
as discussed above, and CO.  For CO, Section 3.14 includes “hot 
spot” analyses at a number of local intersections (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Table 3.14.6), with the resultant data added to the regional 
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background CO monitoring data to calculate the modeled maximum 
concentrations.  Based on this evaluation, it was concluded that:  
“The results of the quantitative CO hot spot analysis show that 
the proposed project would not adversely impact the local air 
quality.”  As a result of the described efforts, the regional and local 
monitoring data included in the project’s air quality analysis provide 
an accurate depiction of conditions within the project corridor, and 
additional data from sites such as local parks would not alter any 
associated conclusions on project-related air quality.

With respect to the potential for the project to increase the generation 
of airborne pollutants, including NO2, please refer to the response 
to your Comment 15 above.  As noted therein and above in this 
response, the project would result in lower overall air emissions and 
related improvements to air quality compared with existing conditions.  
It is anticipated that associated health effects would also be improved 
over existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on project-related air quality 
issues and associated potential health effects.

With respect to your concerns on project conformance to GHG-
related legislation, including CA SB 375 and CA AB 32, please 
refer to the response to your Comment 03.

Please note that ultrafine particulates are defined as those with a 
diameter of less than 100 nanometers (with one nanometer equal 
to one billionth of a meter) and are not regulated under existing 
air quality criteria.  As such, they are not evaluated in the project 
EIR/EIS or associated Air Quality Analysis.  Please refer to the 
response to your Comment 18 regarding PM emissions in general.

19

The proposed improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050.  As such, it is appropriate 
to compare the No Build alternative (conditions without the 
proposed improvements), rather than existing conditions, against 
the build alternatives.  As can be seen on Final EIR/EIS Tables 
3.6.6 and 3.6.7, the proposed build alternatives show an increase 
in the level of service on many of the road segments in the project 
area as compared with the No Build alternative.

20
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Transportation planning agencies agree that the current and 
projected delays on I-5 merit improvement.  Federal, State, and 
local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have already been 
identified, and monies are being tracked.  Although all funding 
sources are constrained due to larger economic issues, upgrades 
to this segment of the National Strategic Highway Network are 
supportive of the general health and welfare.  In addition to 
maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, the project 
also would benefit the regional economy through reductions in 
projected congestion and gridlock on this major shipping and 
general transportation route.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County way of life and why those impacts are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  A number of efforts 
have been made during the project design process to avoid and/
or minimize project-related community impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specifically, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  While the 
Preferred Alternative would result in a corresponding reduction of 
potential impacts, it is not always possible to avoid environmental 
impacts for projects such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  The 
EIR/EIS includes an extensive evaluation of potential project-
related impacts and related avoidance, minimization, and/
or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/
or Mitigation Measures.  Project-related public health effects are 
addressed in the responses to your Comments 15 and 18.

The EIR/EIS provides adequate information from which to 
draw conclusions in accordance with CEQA and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Where additional important 
information became available following the production of the 
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Draft EIR/EIS, Caltrans prepared and circulated a Supplemental 
EIR/EIS that presented updated or more detailed information.  
That document was circulated in August 2012 and provided for 
meaningful public review and comment.  Recirculation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS is not warranted.
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719
Brendan Teehan 
08/19/2010 09:51 AM 
Subject:

As neighbors of I-5 we are very concerned about the proposed expansion for many reasons, 
some of which include the environmental impact on the surrounding area, marshes and flora 
and fauna. There is so much soot on our home and vegetation and it is an ongoing maintenance 
issue for us costing more than is reasonable to keep our property looking presentable. Our 
plants are dying because of all the pollution from the cars and we depend on our trees and 
greenery to keep our air clean. Another concern is the cost when the state is bankrupt and 
cannot take care of basic services it is irresponsible to spend money on a road that does not 
need expansion. Fix the roads we have and keep them in good repair and offer better public 
transportation and access to it as a reasonable alternative. 

Marie Teehan 
Del Mar, CA 92014 
Carmel Valley Exit of I-5 

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Potential impacts to biological resources at the six coastal 
lagoons and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor 
are evaluated under the Biological Environment heading of the 
EIR/EIS.  Since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional 
research into the potential impacts of the project on coastal lagoons 
was conducted.  This information is included in the Final EIR/EIS 
and is described in Topical Response “Lagoon Effects.”  Based 
on those analyses, project impacts would be avoided, minimized, 
and/or mitigated through appropriate measures, such as 
conformance with regulatory requirements and related efforts 
including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.

With respect to particulate matter (PM), which may be interpreted 
as “soot,” PM emissions from freeway traffic are expected to 
decrease in the future as the result of improved emission control 
technology.  Thus, although the increased vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) related to the build alternatives would result in more PM 
than the No Build alternative, in all cases the PM generation would 
be less than what is occurring today.  Thus, the project would 
not increase the “soot” referenced in this comment.  Similarly, as 
air pollutants related to freeway operations in the future would 
decrease over current levels for all build alternatives, the proposed 
project would not increase damaging effects to nearby plants 
beyond that which exist today.

With regard to spending money for project improvements, 
upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic Highway 
Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.  Federal, 
State, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have 
been identified, and monies are being tracked.  Please reference 

Responses to Brendan Teehan
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tracking of TransNet monies (transportation funding provided by 
a half-cent regional sales tax approved by the voters) and the 
TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, which was 
formed to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure of 
funds, at http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?committeeid=75&fuse
action=committees.detail.  More information about the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) is available at its home 
page at www.sandag.org.

Better maintenance will not address operational efficiency to the 
level necessary.  Additional capacity for increases in vehicular 
traffic is required. 

Regarding the provision of public transportation, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to public transportation.
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729
Erik Terjesen  
08/24/2010 09:31 AM  
Subject i-5 expansion questions 

Could you please detail what percentage of the expansion will include auxiliary lanes? The 
proposals refer to the primary and HOV lanes but it appears that much of the expansion will also  
include an additional auxiliary lane on each side.  

What is the process for determining the inclusion of auxiliary lanes?  

08/24/2010 09:34 AM  
Subject I-5 expansion questions 

What studies were done to analyze the composition of traffic on the I-5 in terms of distance to 
commute for users of the highway?  
What percentage of travelers on the I-5 are travelling 5 miles or less? 10 miles or less?  

How did Caltrans analyze the differences between local traffice (commuters using the 1-5 as an 
alternative to surface roads) and pass through traffic that is not going to a local destination?  

If these studies have not been done, how has Caltrans determined the actual flows of traffic in 
terms of local vs. pass through?  

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Regarding auxiliary lanes, the variations between the project’s build 
alternatives focus on through lanes, including general purpose 
lanes and High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes, for the length 
of the project.  Regardless of the build alternative, however, auxiliary 
lanes extending between interchanges would be constructed in 
southbound or northbound directions for approximately half the 
length (or 50 percent) of the improvements.  This is described 
in more detail under “Auxiliary Lanes” in Chapter 2, Project
Alternatives, of the EIR/EIS.  The auxiliary lanes are detailed on 
the Project Features Maps (Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 
through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  For an 
overview of the auxiliary lanes relative to the entire improvement 
area, please refer to depictions for each build alternative in 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.1a through 2-2.1d.

The Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) defines auxiliary 
lanes as the portion of roadway used for weaving, truck climbing, 
speed change, or for other purposes supplementary to through 
traffic movement.  They reduce turbulence in the traffic stream 
resulting from lane changing and changes in speed, including 
lower average speeds, as well as reduce congestion resulting 
from weaving traffic.  Auxiliary lanes may be carried through one 
or more interchanges to serve one or more of the listed purposes.  
Proposed auxiliary lane locations were determined in accordance 
with the Level of Service (LOS) D Method (weaving analysis) 
documented in Caltrans HDM Index 504.7.  As further detailed in 
Section 7.1 of the I-5 North Coast Freeway Operations Report, 
LOS D weaving limits of 2,000 vehicles per hour per lane (vphpl) 
are specified for non-weaving main through lanes, and 1,800 vphpl 
are specified for weaving lanes. 

The goal of the project is to minimize congestion on this segment 
of I-5.  Understanding the use pattern on this segment is necessary 

Responses to Erik Terjesen
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to adequately address impacts, which relate to the ebb and flow of 
traffic within project limits. Overall commute distance on I-5 is not 
material to project traffic analysis.  Impacts are analyzed based on 
the daily volume of vehicle traffic, or Average Daily Traffic (ADT), 
combined with an analysis of peak hour congestion patterns.  
Please refer to the technical reports for traffic analysis included as 
part of the EIR/EIS, which provide detailed background information 
on the traffic volume forecasting process and development of 
traffic methodologies.
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Deborah Thompson
09/24/2010 10:25 AM  
Subject  I-5 widening

1. What studies have you done to determine that North County Coastal residents actually want 
I-5 widened?  Everyone with whom I have spoken does not want the state to spend the money 
for something that will increase noise, pollution, block view corridors for drivers,  etc., etc.  

2. As a citizen of North Coastal San Diego County, I was unaware of the massive "walls" that 
are slated to be erected all along the corridor, blocking views.  As you are aware, this section of 
I-5 is the ONLY section on I-5 (which stretches from Mexico to Canada), that has ocean and 
lagoon views.  Why have you elected to destroy the view corridor?

3. What other alternatives have you evaluated as options to the I-5 widening?  

4. Why is the actual freeway road in such bad shape?  Have you looked into improving the road 
itself and, if so, what are you going to do about the condition (and when)?  

5. Why are you not pursuing a high speed rail system or another type of "green" mode of 
transportation that the community would welcome?   As you are aware, the Coaster rail system 
has become very popular and could be improved to increase the number and location of routes.  

6. Have you taken the time to actually drive on I-5 through both Orange and LA Counties?  The 
freeway is ugly, is bordered by huge walls and is treacherous to drive.  Everyone I know feels 
the same way about that stretch of highway and does not want it to be done in San Diego 
(which has an entirely different ambiance for that very reason).  Ask anyone whether they would 
rather drive on 101 or I-5 and everyone will say 101 because the ride is more beautiful.  Having 
beautiful things to look at when driving has a calming effect on drivers and makes the trip a 
journey rather than just a destination.  

So, in what way have you designed I-5 to be a pleasurable "journey"  rather than just a means 
to a destination?  

I appreciate and will look forward to your responses,  
Deborah Thompson
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Regarding input from local residents concerning the project, 
Caltrans has provided various methods for disseminating 
information about the project to the public, as well as for the public to 
provide feedback. As discussed in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments 
and Coordination, there has been frequent coordination with the 
public throughout the environmental process to help determine 
areas of concern, the scope of environmental documentation, 
the level of analysis, potential impacts, mitigation measures, and 
related environmental requirements. The environmental review 
process is designed to provide full disclosure to both the public 
and governmental decision makers regarding potential substantive 
environmental effects of a proposed project. Additionally, there 
have been many opportunities for public comment, including local 
outreach that occurred over several years and began early in the 
project planning process.  Specifically, in early 2004, preliminary 
scoping meetings were held in the Cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, 
Oceanside, San Diego, and Solana Beach before circulating the 
Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Intent regarding the 
EIS.  Two separate newsletters were sent and made available 
to addresses within one mile (east or west) of I-5 between the 
northern and southern ends of the project. Also since 2004, and 
in an effort to update interested parties and the public as a whole 
on the project status, Caltrans staff have attended meetings, 
conducted surveys, and presented handouts and mailers.
Presentations have been made to local communities and planning 
groups, homeowners associations, chambers of commerce, city 
councils, and local politician-sponsored meetings. The Draft EIR/
EIS was circulated for an extended public review period between 
July 8, 2010 and November 22, 2010, during which public meetings 
were held in each of the cities along the corridor.  Following the
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, a public meeting was held on the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in September 2012. Consistent with 

Responses to Deborah Thompson
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State and federal law, this Final EIR/EIS contains responses to all 
comments received during the public review period, and input from 
all of these efforts has been considered in the project planning and 
design process.

I-5 is a critical regional transportation facility, relied upon for 
access to work, as well as medical, educational, commercial and/
or recreational locations.  Specific responses to your comments 
on noise, pollution (air and water quality), and view corridors are 
provided below.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related 
noise level increases would vary by location, the majority of 
these increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer 
decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes of three dBA or 
less are generally not discernible by the average healthy human 
ear.  The project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67,
which have been updated from EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

For air quality-related pollution, the project is designed to lower 
travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor (as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality).  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared with existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 

01
cont.
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Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on potential 
project-related air quality considerations.

EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,
provides an evaluation of potential water quality-related pollution 
in association with the identified build alternatives and the No 
Build alternative. This analysis also identifies appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related 
water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, 
manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP
identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases: maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary 
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with 
the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed 
within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot 
Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67,
which have been updated from EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.

With regard to concerns that the proposed project would block view 
corridors for drivers, Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  Additionally, 
this section of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that depict 
roadway level visual impacts of the project (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences between present 
views and proposed views).  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual 
effects of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along 
I-5, as well as the less than substantial nature of the project’s 
anticipated effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.  Please
also refer to the response to the focused view corridor question in 
the response to your Comment 02, below.

01
cont.
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02 As indicated above, additional retaining walls and soundwalls 
along I-5 would affect the visual experience for travelers along this 
roadway.  Retaining walls and noise barriers are common features 
along I-5 and other freeways within the State.  Views would shift, 
however, as the viewer moves along (or adjacent to) the freeway 
corridor.  Views along the project corridor would continue to be 
a mix of open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, 
and views that are blocked by development or changed due to 
implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, these views would 
be similar to the existing view conditions.   Specific to ocean views, 
a number of ocean views are available from this segment of I-5.  
Please note that the loss of an ocean view shown on Figure 3-7.78
of the Draft EIR/EIS would now be avoided (refer to Figure 3-7.112
of this Final EIR/EIS). Impacts to views from the project to the 
coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized 
as a matter of project design.  Water resources are typically 
most visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river 
bridges, and these views would be maintained.  Some soundwalls 
(or sections of soundwalls) have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views would not 
be obstructed. 

Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a 
summary of alternatives previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor.

I-5 within the project limits is over 40 years old and is heavily 
used.  To maintain safe and efficient traffic operations, the existing 
pavement requires periodic maintenance.  Caltrans Maintenance 
Division also performs routine litter cleanup and graffiti abatement.  
Caltrans conducts a Statewide annual pavement conditions survey 
to ensure that pavement conditions are continuously monitored 
and reported through field evaluation of both the ride quality and 
structural condition.  Data obtained from this survey are analyzed 
and used by the Caltrans districts to determine and prioritize 
preventive maintenance, rehabilitation and reconstruction needs 
for all freeways, highways and roads with Caltrans' jurisdiction 
(including the I-5 corridor).  Please note that this is in addition to 
the routine maintenance work such as litter clean up, pavement 
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cont.

repair, landscape work, graffiti abatement and other activities done 
by Caltrans Maintenance staff. 

In addition, for widening projects such as I-5 NCC Project, the 
existing adjacent pavement condition is also investigated to 
determine if rehabilitation or pavement preservation is warranted.  
When found to be warranted, a determination is then made 
to either combine the work on the existing pavement with the 
widening project (during the construction phase), or to do it as a 
separate project.

With respect to your comment regarding high-speed rail, high-
speed rail is being pursued by rail agencies, rather than Caltrans, 
and the current focus is on the rail segment from San Francisco 
to Los Angeles/Anaheim.  That segment is anticipated to be 
completed by 2029, with the segment from Los Angeles to San 
Diego following later.  Please note, however, that the northern-most 
San Diego County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by 
downtown San Diego.  The coastal cities would be bypassed by 
this rail line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-
range travelers from I-5 but would not divert a significant amount 
of the peak hour commuters from I-5; therefore, it would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast Corridor, which is the purpose of the proposed project.

With regard to Coaster improvements, comments and questions 
would be better addressed to the North Coast Transit District 
(NCTD), the managing agency.  Please note, however, that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; 
improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit options.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to the use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes.
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06 Freeway aesthetics are closely tied to the specific transportation 
facility, with area topography, highway design, number of vehicles 
accommodated, and abutting land uses all playing important roles.  
With regard to maintaining an aesthetically pleasing North Coast 
Corridor, as noted in the response to your Comment 02, Section 3.7, 
Visual/Aesthetics, the project would have high impacts to the visual 
character of portions of the corridor.  Also as noted above, westward 
views to the lagoons and ocean largely would be maintained as 
a matter of project design.  There would be some loss of views 
to scenic resources, and there would be modifications to current 
views of the highway right-of-way.  In many instances, however, 
project soundwalls or retaining walls would be located on only one 
side of I-5.  In addition, this is a linear facility, and views shift as 
the viewer moves along the highway.  Viewers along the corridor 
would continue to be exposed to a mix of open views and blocked 
views, similar to existing conditions, as a result of implementing 
project landscaping. Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number 
of measures to address potential visual concerns.  Specifically, as 
depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 
3-7.122, this may include efforts such as the use of landscaping, 
articulated facades, and earthen berms (or berm/wall combinations).  
Additionally, this section of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that 
depict roadway level visual impacts of the project (refer to Figures
3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences between present views and 
proposed views).  Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual effects 
of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well 
as the less than substantial nature of project effects anticipated as 
the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.  

In many instances, project soundwalls or retaining walls would be 
located only on one side of I-5.  Overall, the highly valued scenic 
qualities that give coastal communities their unique sense of 
place would be retained.  Please refer to the responses to your 
Comments 02 and 06.  Please also note that following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 

07
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been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
is identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  

Also important, the main purpose of the I-5 NCC Project is to 
maintain or improve the existing and future traffic operations in the 
North Coast Corridor, and thereby improve the safe and efficient 
regional movement of people and goods.  The project is designed 
to lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  The proposed use 
of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities. The use of HOV/Managed Lanes is 
projected to lead to a decrease of traffic when compared with I-5 
without these lanes.  Reduced congestion, combined with retained 
variety in views, would contribute to a “pleasurable ‘journey’” for 
drivers of the I-5 corridor.

07
cont.
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November 15, 2010 

Shay Lynn Harrison 
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
California Department of Transportation – District 11 
4050 Taylor Street, MS242 
San Diego, CA 92110 

Subject: Impact from I-5 Widening 

Dear Shay Lynn Harrison, 

I live at 7155 Linden Terrace in the Sea Cliff community, within the City of Carlsbad.  My home abuts 
the banks of the west side of the community that slope down to I-5 and Caltrans property.   All of the 
alternatives being considered for widening the I-5 freeway will have major impacts on my home.  I do not 
feel that an adequate range of alternatives has been fully analyzed in the EIR.  I am also very concerned 
about the impact to the quality of life in coastal northern San Diego County.   

The main reason we bought our house many years ago was the open 180 degree ocean view and coastal 
feeling, including regular ocean breezes that cool our home.  Any changes to that amenity is a taking of 
our property values.  What project modifications/mitigations is Caltrans considering to address this 
concern? 

• Will the soundwall (S736) location be changed to prevent loss of my property and Sea Cliff 
common areas?  A more acceptable alternative would be to move it west onto Caltrans property.   

• Will the soundwall be moved west onto Caltrans property to mitigate adverse air quality so the 
“dead air” region west of the wall that traps fine particulate does not extend onto our patios?  Will 
it be moved west to allow the ocean breeze to continue to flow to our home? 

• Who will pay for the cost of designing the wall to be visually acceptable and not block our views?  
Who will pay for the cost of maintaining the wall and other “improvements”?  Isn’t it reasonable 
for the project proponent, Caltrans, to bear these costs?  They are responsible for the project and 
its impacts. 

• I understand that the soundwalls may be considered a improvement that would increase my 
property tax.  If so, who will pay for this tax?  Since Caltrans is the project proponent, should it 
not pay for this tax, since it wants the project and I do not see this as an improvement, but rather a 
negative impact to my property? 

As per the California Environmental Quality Act, a project proponent must analyze a reasonable range of 
project alternatives.  This has not been done in the I-5 EIR.  There are several cheaper and simpler ways 
to meet Caltrans’ purpose and need without causing the massive earthwork and ever escalating costs of its 
proposed I-5 expansion. 

• The EIR includes a No Build Alternative for baseline to compare impacts with the action 
alternatives, and essentially disregards the No Build as not meeting the project’s purpose and 
need.  Then it fully analyzes several massive action alternatives that would all significantly 
impact a whole suite of natural and human resources in coastal northern San Diego County.  The 
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Responses to Greg Thomsen

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System” regarding the regional 
transportation planning process and Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives previously evaluated 
for the North Coast Corridor.  Please also note that following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
The Preferred Alternative would only include the addition of HOV/
Managed Lanes, which would provide an incentive for carpooling 
or ridesharing by providing such users a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.

Regarding potential project impacts to the local quality of life, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway.  

It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system to the extent practicable, 
and to this end, extensive public input has been incorporated to 
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develop appropriate designs.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value, including noise, air quality, and visual 
issues, among others.  It should be noted that in many cases, 
proposed project noise mitigation may reduce noise levels at 
nearby homes to lower levels than are currently experienced and/
or lower than expected future noise levels without the project (refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations”).  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, and discussed in Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants,” the project would maintain or reduce 
travel time through the reduction in congestion along the I-5 
corridor.  As a result, air quality and associated health risk impacts 
within the San Diego Air Basin (SDAB) associated with traffic 
congestion during project operations would be improved over 
existing conditions.  These impacts would beneficially lessen, 
rather than increase, with the project.  Based on discussion 
provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Impacts, substantial 
adverse impacts to local property values are not anticipated from 
project implementation.

With respect to your concerns on the potential location of Soundwall 
S736.  Soundwall S736 is proposed in an optimal location and 
would be constructed on private property at the same location as 
the existing property wall, along the northbound side of I-5, south 
of Poinsettia Lane.  The soundwall would extend for approximately 
2,910 feet.  The height of the barrier required to achieve a 5 dBA 
or more insertion loss at the critical design receiver would be 8 feet 
to 12 feet.  The wall would benefit 32 single-family residences and 
46 multi-family residences by reducing the noise level 5 to 8 dBA.  
Construction of noise barrier S736 with all easements would be 
“feasible” and “reasonable” and is preliminarily recommended.  A 
more detailed depiction of the preliminarily proposed wall location 
is provided on Sheets 39 and 40 of NSR’s Appendix C, available 
for review at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/
TSNoise07.pdf.

The potential relocation of S736 on Caltrans property, as suggested 
in this comment is not possible because the highway and right-of-way 
elevation are substantially lower than the residence elevation, and 
placing the soundwall within the right-of-way would not be “feasible.”
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Regarding your concern about losing your property, according to 
Caltrans’ preliminary design studies, Caltrans would not require 
property acquisition at this location.  Instead, it would require a 
permanent footing easement approximately two feet wide (one 
foot into the patio of each property) to build the foundation of 
the soundwall.  Caltrans would potentially require a temporary 
construction easement (TCE) of about four to five feet into the 
patio of each of the properties along the length of the wall, with the 
exception of the southern end, where Caltrans would need a wider 
TCE (about 8 feet) inside the property. Caltrans would limit the 
impacts as much as practicable. After construction of the wall, the 
property owners would retain their original patio footprint.

As far as the impacts to the common areas are concerned, 
according to Caltrans’ preliminary design studies, Caltrans would 
need a permanent footing easement into the common area west 
of the wall.  The corresponding footing easement on the other side 
would be into the patio of each of the property owners.  Caltrans 
would potentially need a TCE of about 15 to 20 feet into the 
common area west of the wall to allow for construction equipment 
movement and staging.

If you have an ocean view, a transparent soundwall would be 
considered to retain this ocean view.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

Regarding the potential relocation of S736 west into the Caltrans 
right-of-way, please refer to the response to your Comment 03 
above.  As noted therein, such a change may not be “feasible” from 
an engineering perspective and could affect the determination of 
“reasonableness” for S736, as well as the related recommendation 
to construct this soundwall.  The proposed relocation of S736 
would also not have a notable affect on the dispersal of air quality 
pollutants, including regulated particulate matter (PM) such 
as PM10 (inhalable PM) and PM2.5 (fine PM).  Specifically, this 
conclusion is based on the typically large topographic separation 
between the freeway and the subject property, the relatively small 
scale of S736 (8-to 12-feet high), and the fact that this wall would 
replace an existing 6-foot-high property wall.  It should also be 
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noted, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, that the 
project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions 
(including PM) and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on potential project-related 
air quality considerations.

With respect to your comment on relocating S736 west to avoid 
the potential loss of ocean breezes, please refer to the response 
to your Comment 03 and the discussion above in this response 
regarding potential relocation issues.  The described effects to 
ocean breezes are also generally not anticipated to occur, due to 
the relatively small scale of S736 and the fact that it would replace 
an existing 6-foot-high property wall, as previously noted.  These 
potential effects could vary at individual properties, however, as 
wall heights could differ, and property owners would maintain the 
right to reject the construction of soundwalls associated with their 
property if desired.  That is, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or 
greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines.  If an individual property owner does not approve a 
recommended soundwall associated with his or her property, that 
portion of the soundwall would not be constructed.

Caltrans would design any recommended soundwalls that are 
determined to be “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners, per applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Additional 
discussion of the project noise analysis, including site-specific 
data used to determine whether soundwalls are “reasonable,” 
“feasible,” and recommended for construction, is provided in EIR/
EIS Section 3.15, as well as the associated Noise Study Report 
and Noise Abatement Data Report (Volumes 1 and 2); the technical 
studies are available for review at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/
Env_docs/I-5NCCTechStudies.html.  Final decisions regarding 
abatement would be made following refined project engineering 
and consultation with potentially affected property owners.  Please 
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also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis. 

While the final design of soundwalls has not yet been determined, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number 
of measures to address associated potential visual concerns.  
Specifically, as depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 
3-7.119, and 3-7.122, this may include efforts such as the use of 
landscaping, articulated facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall 
combinations), and/or transparent materials to retain desirable 
views.  Caltrans would bear the cost of design and construction of 
approved soundwalls.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for more information on this issue.  

With respect to soundwall maintenance, EIR/EIS Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics, states: “…transparent soundwalls located…
on private property would be used if the benefited property owner 
agrees to maintain wall surfaces.”  The maintenance of “wall 
surfaces” referenced in this discussion would encompass efforts 
such as cleaning and painting.  Caltrans’ requirements to conduct 
maintenance for soundwalls located on private property are related 
to structural issues, such as repairing cracks and addressing wall 
and/or foundation failures.

As noted in the response to your Comment 05, the exact nature 
and location of soundwalls in the area is uncertain at this time, and 
property owners have the opportunity to refuse the placement of a 
soundwall on their property.  Rights of access to private property 
or the need to provide an easement to Caltrans may be negotiated 
with property owners prior to soundwall implementation.  Ultimate 
conclusions regarding soundwall installation would be based on 
the final design, completion of the property owner coordination 
as documented in the final Noise Abatement Decision Report, 
and approval by review agencies.  Regarding the potential for 
an increase in property taxes resulting from the placement of a 
soundwall on your property, the County of San Diego would be 
responsible for property assessment and determination of any 
associated fluctuation in property taxes owed.  
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07EIR up front rejects a reasonable alternative of 8 + 2, adding 2 HOV lanes to the existing 8 
freeway lanes, that WOULD provide a reasonable range of alternatives.  Why has the 8 +2 
alternative, which would stay within the existing I-5 footprint and avoid the billions of dollars of 
costs to Californians and the unprecedented significant impacts to northern San Diego County 
residents and visitors not been fully analyzed?  Without this lower end alternative, the EIR is 
legally deficient.   

• The EIR also fails to analyze a package of transportation modes to meet Caltrans’ purpose and 
need.  Why has Caltrans not considered a combination of incentives to telecommute, vary work 
schedules and other low cost means to reduce traffic congestion?  Why has the EIR not included a 
rail/monorail system that among other aspects could remove truck freight traffic from I-5 and 
provide an appealing alternative to driving the freeway for passenger vehicles. 

Coastal northern San Diego County is known for a high quality of life based in large part on its beautiful 
coastal views and unique blend of human and natural environmental values.  Arguably the number one 
potential impact to these iconic features is visual, what people can see.  One of the five objectives of the 
EIR is to improve human and natural conditions along the I-5 corridor.  Does the proposed project and 
alternatives do just the opposite, i.e. degrade these desired conditions? 

• This proposed massive freeway expansion is replicated almost nowhere else in the world, 
especially in a beautiful natural setting.  Is the expansion completely out of scale and out of 
character for the I-5 corridor?  How have the EIR authors been able to conclude that a wide swath 
of concrete in a high-walled concrete canyon, even with “mitigation”, is an acceptable impact? 

• How has the EIR concluded that such an unprecedented, massive project fits the carrying capacity 
or character of this world class coastal viewshed? 

I look forward to my comments/concerns being fully considered and analyzed in the EIR process. 

      Sincerely, 

      Greg Thomsen 
      7155 Linden Terrace 
      Carlsbad, CA  92011 
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cont.
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Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), an EIR 
must analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that meet most of 
the project objectives and would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
the effects of the project, and then evaluate the comparative merits 
of the alternatives.  The No Build alternative is analyzed at a level 
of detail equal to the build alternatives throughout Chapter 3 of the 
EIR/EIS.  It is a viable alternative that decision makers could 
implement.  The 8+2 alternative was initially reviewed for inclusion 
as a possible alternative; however, that alternative did not meet the 
overall project purpose statement or several of the project objectives.  
Please refer to Section 2.6.1, Rejected Build Alternatives, of the 
EIR/EIS for detailed reasoning for rejection of the 8+2 alternative.  
For more information on previously considered project alternatives, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 01.

Caltrans can only implement transportation ideas that fall within 
its purview.  Alternatives considered in an EIR by a Lead Agency 
for implementation must satisfy project purpose and need and be 
implementable by that agency.  For instance, although Caltrans 
encourages the use of public transportation by its own employees, 
Caltrans has no control over non-Caltrans employees and no 
ability to impose requirements to use public transportation or 
telecommute.

Regarding a rail or monorail system, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies, and Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
regarding ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit.  As 
noted therein, rail improvements are being planned and evaluated 
concurrently with the proposed I-5 improvements; a monorail was 
previously evaluated as part of the North Coast Corridor system, 
but was rejected from further consideration.  Please also refer 
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to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

With respect to visual concerns related to the size and scale of 
the project, EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  Additionally, 
this section of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that depict 
simulations of roadway level visual impacts of the project.  
Please refer to Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences 
between present views and proposed views.  The visual impacts 
of soundwalls are weighed against the need to provide noise 
attenuation for the sensitive noise receptors adjacent to the freeway.  
In many instances, project walls would be located only on one side 
of I-5.  In addition, walls are linear facilities, with views shifting 
as the viewer moves along (or adjacent to) the freeway corridor.  
Views under the proposed project would continue to be mixed, with 
some open and some blocked (similar to existing conditions), and 
the latter condition and other potential visual concerns addressed 
to the greatest extent practicable through the implementation 
of project measures.  Specifically, these might include efforts 
such as the corridor-wide replacement and/or installation of 
landscaping enhancements to provide visual screening and 
blending; use of retaining walls in applicable locations to reduce 
grading requirements; incorporation of landscaped earthen 
berms as noise-abatement facilities where “feasible” (i.e., in lieu 
of, or in combination with, structural walls); use of articulated or 
textural facades on retaining walls and soundwalls to provide 
contrast and to avoid a monolithic appearance; use of transparent 
materials in soundwall design where “feasible” to retain desirable 
views; and incorporation of terraced designs for applicable walls 
to accommodate associated landscape screening (refer to Final 
EIR/EISFigures3-7.113 through3-7.119,and 3-7.122).  The purpose 
of the EIR/EIS is to disclose such impacts to decision makers and  
the public.
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737
Patricia Thompson
Tuesday, August 24, 2010 11:56 AM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

I'd like to see a detailed map of the proposed NCC I-5 corridor between Lomas Santa Fe and 
Hwy 78, along with the proposed property addresses to be affected by imminent domain.  01 Thank you for your comments regarding impacts between Lomas 

Santa Fe Drive and State Route 78, which are part of the public 
record.  Project maps (I-5 Project Report Exhibit A) for each build 
alternative addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS are provided in the 
technical report files on both the Caltrans’ project website and at 
www.keepsandiegomoving.com.  These show I-5 lanes, grading 
and right-of-way footprints, as well as adjacent vegetation and 
structure outlines.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  If a build alternative 
is selected, design refinements will continue through final project 
design.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” 
for additional information.

Response to Patricia Thompson
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689
Cynthia Tigh  
8/5/2010 1:43:07 PM 
Subject: I-5 EXPANSION IN ENCINITAS 

Dear Mr. Evans,  
I attended the (very disturbing) briefing at our Seniors Center here in Encinitas last week. It has 
taken me a while to recover and even be able to discuss what the DOT is planning to do to our 
beautiful beach community. However, you are not my first email recipient, and likely not the last. 
Most disturbing to me was the lack of sound wall behind my community, named Saxony at 
Encinitas Ranch.   I doubt I can fight your 14 lane freeway, but maybe I can convince you to 
give us a sound wall. Per your employees providing information, the sound wall is around what 
they referred to as a "park." In actuality, this is our community's private dog park.  Not a "people" 
park.  

It is the dog park at the bottom of our community, Saxony at Encinitas Ranch on Saxony Road. 
The dog park I am referring is not the Orpheus Dog Park. Our dog park is next to the I-5 and our 
homes surround the dog park. We were told at the July meeting, held at the Community Center 
in Encinitas, that you were installing a sound wall at our dog park but not extending it up the full 
way to Leucadia Blvd. I am talking about the shoulder of I-5 North bound between Encinitas 
Blvd and Leucadia. The "commercial" property on your map is but a very small private nursery, 
once of which were everywhere in this area, the flower capital.  

There are several communities that back up to the freeway and we need a  
sound wall that runs from Encinitas Blvd, to Leucadia Blvd on the  
northbound side of I-5. As my neighbor stated: "We do not have air conditioning in our units. We 
rely on our windows being open to cool our homes. We should not be expected to pay for 
installing air conditioning so   that you can expand the freeway. We moved to the beach area 
because you don't need air conditioning and we can enjoy the coastal breeze. And we all paid a 
good amount of money for our homes to be close to the beach and enjoy coastal breezes.  The 
only logical solution is to install a sound  
wall on the north bound side of I-5 between Encinitas Blvd and Leucadia Blvd".  

I was told by your employees that the sound will actually escalate up to a 7. And that anything 
over a 5 demands a wall, but your priority is to this "park," which is only a dog park.  

I sleep with ear plugs and upstairs have trouble hearing each other unless all the windows are 
shut. Pictures already move on the wall and I can't imagine it getting any worse. PLEASE listen 
to us.  Our community will be emailing in full and I hope you hear us. I look forward to your 
reply.

Sincerely,
Cynthia Tigh, BOARD member Saxony @ Encinitas Ranch  
438 Carmel Creeper Place  
Encinitas

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

With respect to your comments regarding project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of Encinitas Boulevard, 
and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project 
evaluates existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Based on Google Earth, 438 Carmel 
Creeper Place is in the vicinity of representative receptor locations 
R11.26 and R11.28 (with R11.27 being immediately adjacent to 
I-5).  Both R11.26 and R11.28 show projected future noise levels 
of 72 dBA, which would be within 2 to 3 dBA of the future no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally not 
discernible by the average healthy human ear.  Based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S686A in the area of the noted 
“dog park.”  This soundwall is recommended for construction; 
refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 35, and Table 3.15.24.
A number of additional soundwalls were also identified in the 
subject area, including S680, S686B, S686C, S688, and S692.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, all but one of these soundwalls 
are preliminarily recommended for construction in addition to 
S686A as noted above (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 34 and 37, and Table 3.15.24).  Soundwall S680 would 
not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated construction 
cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). Cost 
of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be $636,703 for this 
wall, and when added to the construction cost, it exceeds the 
“reasonable” allowance. If the estimated construction cost could 

Responses to Cynthia Tigh
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not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, 
construction of S680 would not be recommended.

Regarding your request to install a soundwall extending 
continuously between Encinitas and Leucadia boulevards on the 
east side of I-5, as indicated above, such facilities would not be 
supported by the noise analysis provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15
and the related Noise Study Report prepared for the project.  As 
noted above, however, several individual soundwalls are proposed 
within the described freeway segment.

The reference in this comment to noise that will “escalate up to 
a 7” is assumed to reflect the seven dBA increase identified for 
noise receptor R11.27 (402 Carmel Creeper Place) in EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.23.  As shown, however, the project-related noise 
level at R11.27 would be reduced to 71 dBA, or 1 dBA above the 
existing level, if S686A is constructed as recommended.  Changes 
of three dBA or less are generally not discernible by the average 
healthy human ear.  

The statement in this comment that “anything over a 5 demands 
a wall” is incorrect.  FHWA and Caltrans guidelines require a 
project to address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 dBA or greater, and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners (or 
if the project results in an increase of 12 dBA or more; refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15.1).  Additionally, as previously indicated, 
noise receptors that would be “severely impacted” (at or above 
75 dBA) require consideration of noise abatement under FHWA 
and Caltrans guidelines.  As part of the “feasibility” determination 
for walls considered for noise receptors that are not “severely 
impacted,” the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol does 
require that the wall would achieve a minimum five dB reduction 
in the future noise level.  Accordingly, based on the noise analysis 
outlined above for the subject area, proposed noise abatement 
would conform to applicable regulatory requirements.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.
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870
Cynthia Tigh  
09/24/2010 09:07 PM  
Subject: I5 expansion-disaster 

This is my third email that I have sent; no response back from you yet.  I live at 438 Carmel 
Creeper Place, Encinitas.  I AM AGAINST THE I-5 EXPANSION and the thought of it raping my 
coastal community. AND if you go with this horrible idea, I WANT A SOUND WALL.  already my 
walls shake from the freeway.  

Cynthia Tigh

03
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

Regarding your request for a soundwall in the area east of I-5 and 
north of Encinitas Boulevard (438 Carmel Creeper Place), please 
refer to the response to your email Comment 02 above.
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792
Kamei Tolba        
09/21/2010 07:56 PM  
Subject: Sound Wall for I5 expansion 

Dear Mr Evans,  
I am resident and homeowner in the Saxony Encinitas Ranch complex just east of the 5, 
between Encinitas Blvd and Leucadia Blvd. I am also a local Pediatrician.  I can literally give a 
traffic report from my bedroom window. Unfortunately the noise is at an intolerable level. It is 
impossible to open the windows at night, as the highway noise is extremely loud and disturbing. 
In the summer the heat is quite intolerable with the windows closed. In the back yard area, it is 
sometimes difficult to hear each other. Our quality of life is already greatly affected as well as 
our health due to sleep disturbance, this can effect a childs ability to learn. Furthermore, there is 
a lot of dust due to the highway, which has been shown to increase respiratory problems and 
lead to more infections in children especially. The increased traffic will worsen these levels, 
which are already difficult.  
We desperately need a soundwall. Especially with the proposed increase in traffic. The proposal 
to have a gap in the soundwall due to a private dog park is not acceptable. The dog park is 
privately owned by us. We choose our quality of life over that of a dog. The dogs suffer from the 
noise as well. It is hard for me to understand why a soundwall is being built everywhere else 
and not in the area we need it most. The area already funnels the noise up to our homes, a gap 
in the wall would only intensify this effect. The noise has also led to some depreciation of our 
property values. This has an effect on the entire community and surrounding homes as well. 
The soundwall has been imperative for some time now and with the increase in traffic with extra 
lanes on the I5 the sound wall is even more crucial.  
Connecting the soundwall completely from Encinitas Blvd to Leucadia Blvd is very important to 
the quality of life of the residents of our community, as well as our health. It also a great benefit 
to the property values of the entire area. Please reconsider any plan to leave a gap in the wall. 
We need the wall as well. Please build the wall all the way through. The park of concern is our 
privately owned area that is designated for dogs. We would much prefer the wall.  

Thank you for your time and service,  
Kamei Tolba, MD FAAP
398 Carmel Creeper Place  
Encinitas, CA 92024  

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
For noise, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the 
project evaluates existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Based on Google Earth, 398 Carmel 
Creeper Place is in the vicinity of representative noise receptor 
locations R11.26 and R11.28 (with R11.27 being immediately 
adjacent to I-5).  Both R11.26 and R11.28 show projected future 
noise levels of 72 dBA, which would be within 2 to 3 dBA of 
future conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally not 
discernible by the average healthy human ear.  Based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S686A in the area of the noted 
“dog park.”  This soundwall is recommended for construction; 
refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 35, and Table 3.15.24.
A number of additional soundwalls were also identified in the 
subject area, including S680, S686B, S686C, S688 and S692.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, all but one of these soundwalls 
are recommended for construction in addition to S686A as noted 
above (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 37,
and Table 3.15.24).  Soundwall S680 would not be “reasonable” 
to construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding 
the “reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition 
for right-of-way is assumed to be $636,703 for this wall, and 
when added to the construction cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” 
allowance. If the estimated construction cost could not be reduced 
to less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction of 
S680 would not be recommended.

Responses to Kamei Tolba
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With respect to project-related air quality, dust (particulate matter 
[PM]) generation and related health concerns, these issues 
are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  The project 
is designed to lower travel times through reductions in traffic 
congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  
This situation would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared with existing conditions.  
Specifically with regard to diesel exhaust particulates, as shown 
on Table 3.14.9 of the EIR/EIS, an 8+4 alternative would result in 
PM emissions lowered by 42 percent when compared with baseline 
(“existing”) conditions.  A number of measures are also identified 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related particulate 
generation (e.g., dust).

Please also note that all projects involving a federal action must 
comply with Executive Order 13045:  Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the described 
requirements and the nature of the project to maintain or reduce 
travel time and congestion along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated
that health effects associated with traffic congestion and related 
emissions also would be improved over existing conditions.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional 
information on air pollutants and related potential health effects.

The proposed soundwall associated with the noted “dog park” 
(S686A) would extend continuously around portions of the 
southern and western boundaries of this park, as depicted on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 35.  As noted above in the response 
to your Comment 01, several additional soundwalls are proposed 
in the subject area, although these structures are not continuous 
and the comment may actually be referring to the gaps between 
these walls.  Noise from roadway traffic emanates from the source 
in all directions.  Accordingly, while areas between soundwalls 
would have less attenuation than areas directly shielded by these 
structures, the noted properties of noise energy do not result in it 
being “funneled,” or intensified, into such locations. 

02

01
cont.
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03 Regarding your request to install a soundwall extending 
continuously between Encinitas and Leucadia boulevards on the 
east side of I-5, as indicated above, such facilities would not be 
supported by the noise analysis provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.15
and the related Noise Study Report prepared for the project. As 
previously described, however, several individual soundwalls are 
proposed within the noted freeway segment.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for information 
regarding community quality of life, as well as to the response to 
your Comment 01 regarding health concerns.

Parcel- and neighborhood-specific effects will vary based on whether 
or not I-5 is improved, as well as what build alternative is chosen.  
A number of larger factors, however, drive area property values, 
including proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility 
to public facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, 
etc., as well as a potential increase in property values over time.  
As noted in Topical Response “Property Valuation,” when viewing 
improvements to the region as a whole, property values are likely 
to improve, and substantial adverse impacts to local property 
values are not anticipated from project implementation (see also 
Section 3.4 of the EIR/EIS).
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847
Tom
Wednesday, September 29, 2010 at 21:24:28 
Subject: Comments: I5 expansion

1. It is very important to keep and maintain the center greenery.  Olander, however, cape 
honeysuckle and ceonothus are also excellent for the centersections.  Put back the Oeleanders 
that were taken out near Via de la Ville rd down south  

2. after construction increase the number of trees that were taken out.  We don't want to have 
the same sea of concrete like on I15 and LA.  

3. There must be a properly designed Hwy 78 to I5 interchange.   

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Retention of mature and healthy vegetation, such as the 
oleanders in the median, is preferred over vegetation replacement 
when possible.  When design requires existing vegetation to be 
removed, the most cost- and environmentally-efficient choice 
overall is made.  Due to the potential cost associated with replacing 
impacted oleanders, they would be preserved in the median where 
possible.  The level of needed I-5 improvements, however, would 
not allow median oleanders to be retained in all locations.  The 
EIR/EIS indicates that the loss of median oleanders would 
represent a substantial visual impact.  Retention is recommended 
where practicable and mitigation is recommended.

Specifically with regard to the median oleanders removed near Via 
de la Valle Road, the I-5 NCC Project would replant and/or restore 
oleanders in the center median between the Del Mar Heights Bridge 
and San Dieguito River Bridge during the construction phase of the 
project (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 15 through 19). 

Responses to Tom

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because 
the project has not been approved, specific landscape plans have 
not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would be developed 
as the ongoing design process proceeds, however, and would 
reflect input from sources including Caltrans design standards and 
comments received during public outreach meetings.

It is important to note that with right-of-way constraints, there is 
little room for adding planting areas without impacting sensitive 
native habitats or homes and businesses.  Nevertheless, new 
areas for replacement planting at the edge of shoulder, between 
concrete median and separator barriers, or between barriers and 
walls, would be developed wherever available freeway width 
allows. Excluding existing areas of oleander median planting, all 
project landscaping is now planned to consist of local native species.  
Please also refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.22, Invasive Species.   All 
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landscape planting would be designed in consultation with the 
Caltrans District Biologist.

With respect to the I-5 / State Route (SR-) 78 Interchange, the 
project proposes improvements and/or modifications to this 
interchange, including modified connector ramps and a new 
separation structure.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 56 and 57.

Specific design of the SR-78 ultimate connection with I-5 is under 
way but has not been completed.  This ultimate configuration will 
be analyzed in a separate environmental document once design is 
sufficiently developed.  



EMAIL  ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-1039

01
01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Retention of mature and healthy vegetation, such as the 
oleanders in the median, is preferred over vegetation replacement 
when possible.  When design requires existing vegetation to be 
removed, the most cost- and environmentally efficient choice 
overall is made.  Due to the potential cost associated with replacing 
impacted oleanders, the oleanders would be preserved in the 
median where possible.  However, the degree of improvements 
needed to meet the objectives of the proposed project would 
not allow median oleanders to be retained in all locations; the 
EIR/EIS indicates that the loss of median oleanders would 
represent a substantial visual impact for which there would be no 
practicable mitigation.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because 
the project has not yet been approved, specific landscape plans 
have not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would be 
developed as the ongoing design process proceeds, however, 
and would reflect input from sources including Caltrans design 
standards and comments received during public outreach 
meetings.  Caltrans would replant and/or restore oleanders in 
the freeway center median between the Del Mar Heights Road 
and San Dieguito River bridges during the construction phase of 
the I-5 NCC Project.  Please refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 15 through 19 for specific locations.

It is important to note that with right-of-way constraints, there is little 
room for adding planting areas without impacting sensitive native 
habitats or homes and businesses.  Nevertheless, new areas for 
replacement planting at the edge of shoulder, between concrete 
median and separator barriers, or between barriers and walls would 
be developed wherever available freeway width allows.  Excluding 
existing areas of oleander median planting, all project landscaping 
is now planned to consist of local native species.  Please also refer 
to EIR/EIS Section 3.22, Invasive Species. 

Responses to Tom 
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02 The project proposes improvements and/or modifications to the 
I-5 / State Route 78 Interchange, including modified connector 
ramps and a new separation structure.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57.  Additional improvements 
ultimately would be made to the interchange as part of a separate 
project, which is undergoing design. 
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839
Sumukh Trilokekar
10/03/2010 05:18 PM  
Subject: Comments on North Coast Corridor expansion 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.  

Please urgently consider additional mass transit options rather than expanding lanes on this 
Interstate. How about more frequent local electric trains and trolleys?  
It is a shame that San Diego County has no train systems as good as so-called 3rd world 
countries in Asia and only has trolley service in the downtown area.  
Expanding lanes is not a long term solution to our transport needs, will have to eventually stop 
and needs to be urgently reconsidered.  
It adds traffic noise and pollution and at much higher cost to society over the long term.  

Thank You,
Sumukh Trilokekar  
8775 Costa Verde blvd #1108,
San Diego CA 92122.
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The proposed project is just one element of multi-
agency, multimodal transportation improvements planned for 
the North Coast Corridor, including rail improvements.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions 
regarding public transportation (including rail and mass transit 
options), and Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding 
transportation alternatives evaluated for the North Coast Corridor, 
which included early screening relative to use of light rail (trolley) 
and monorail in this area.

Regarding project-related noise concerns, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions approach 
a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners 
per applicable Federal Highway Administration and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao,
now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of 
such noise abatement facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-
generated noise.  Please note, however, that as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related noise level 
increases would vary by location, the majority of these increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over no build 
conditions. Changes of three dBA or less are generally not 
discernible by the average healthy human ear.  Please also refer 

Responses to Sumukh Trilokekar
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to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis. 

For air quality-related pollution, the project is designed to lower 
travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor, as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared with existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on potential 
project-related air quality considerations.

EIR/EIS Section 3.10 provides an evaluation of potential water 
quality-related pollution in association with project alternatives.
This analysis also identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and 
guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water Management 
Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies 
applicable BMPs related to the following project elements and 
phases: maintenance, design pollution prevention, construction, 
and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific 
BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and 
location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 
corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

With regard to the project’s “cost to society over the long term,” 
four build alternatives were considered in the EIR/EIS (refer to 
EIR/EIS Chapter 2, Project Alternatives), each of which varied in 
design, area of impact, and cost, in order to address a variety of 
engineering, environmental, population growth, and community 
needs.  In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major 
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interstate, the project also would benefit the regional economy 
through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock on this 
major shipping and general transportation route.  The cost of the 
average trip to the individual commuter is largely related to fuel 
costs, with less time on I-5 related to lessened need for fuel.  The 
build alternatives would support carpool commuting and future 
bus rapid transit options, which would reduce commute costs.  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project 
is anticipated to result in a decrease in operational energy (fuel) 
consumption by relieving congestion and reducing out-of-way 
travel.  Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” for 
additional information regarding the planning time frame for the 
proposed project.
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Response to Kay Townsend

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Caltrans takes the potential impacts of its projects on communities 
and the environment seriously.  The EIR/EIS discloses that the 
proposed project would result in community and environmental 
impacts.  Caltrans has worked closely with local communities 
and technical specialists to design the improvements to avoid 
and/or minimize project-related community impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable.  To this end, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
While the Preferred Alternative would result in a corresponding 
reduction of potential impacts, it is not always possible to avoid 
impacts for projects such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  The 
EIR/EIS includes an extensive evaluation of potential project-
related impacts and related avoidance, minimization, and/
or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures.

Regarding an expanded network of buses, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
of modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies, and Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
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“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to public transportation.  Regarding buses to transport people on 
the existing I-5 and more shuttle buses, please note that because 
potential modifications to bus services are within the jurisdiction of 
another agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to the 
North County Transit District (NCTD), which has jurisdiction over 
bus routes.  Several park and ride improvements are identified as 
community enhancements associated with the project.

In regards to bike-friendly lanes, a number of community 
enhancement features are identified within the project corridor 
(refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects of the EIR/EIS).  Table ES.13 of this Final 
EIR/EIS gives a detailed account of community enhancements, 
including many improvements to bicycle and pedestrian corridors.  
If implemented, these features would create and/or improve 
amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
from pedestrian and bicycle routes to public transit centers, and 
park and ride facilities.

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5 in the future, the project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system, and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions such as changes in land use patterns that take extended 
time to implement.  The use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool users 
and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas 
of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  The proposed 
project would not completely eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, 
the project would result in less congestion than would occur under 
the No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please also refer to 
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Topical Response “Project Lifespan” for additional discussion of 
the anticipated lifespan of project improvements.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  With respect 
to carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions, the project build alternatives 
are estimated to reduce buildout CO2 emissions in the San 
Diego region by hundreds of tons per day compared with the 
No Build alternative.  This would occur by enhancing operations 
and improving travel times through the reduction of congestion 
along the I-5.  Please refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 4.2 and Topical 
Response “Climate Change” for more information on this topic.  
With regard to dependence on fossil fuels, as described in EIR/
EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated to 
result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by relieving 
congestion and reducing out-of-way travel.  

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, although project-related decibel (dBA) increases would 
vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions.  Changes 
of three dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  The project would address existing and future 
noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA
or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for the discussion regarding general 
soundwall evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.

Potential impacts to biological resources within the I-5 corridor are 
evaluated under the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/
EIS.  Based on those analyses, project impacts would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures, such 
as conformance with regulatory requirements and related efforts 
including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  
The Transportation Resource and Enhancement Program is 
being coordinated among the transportation planning agencies 
with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and wildlife 
resource agencies and will address transportation-related impacts 
on a regional scale.

01
cont.
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Regarding spending project monies on mass transit, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation, as 
discussed above.  Each of the transportation options receives 
funding.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

01
cont.
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          Nov. 21, 2010 
1522 Old Creek Court 
Cardiff By The Sea, Ca 92007 

To whom it may concern (Caltrans & Federal Highway Administration), 

Regarding: Interstate 5, North San Diego County Proposals  (4 pages total)

As a resident and full time user of the Interstate 5 (I-5) system, I have grave concerns about the 
approach being sought for its expansion and the proposals to choose from.  I believe that they 
are woefully lacking on innovation, customer input (local commuters) and substantiating data for 
the proposal choices. 

I oppose the current proposals for expansion of the I-5 corridor.  Not only are they visually 
disturbing, they are not effective solutions to the challenges San Diegans face.   

We need a 30 to 50 year expansion plan that includes alternative modes of transportation, 
including an expanded version of the Bus Rapid Transit (BRT).  The current local culture for 
transportation is not geared towards carpooling, due to many reasons (for example:  schedule 
conflicts, distance to and from a destination, end destination not near other persons destination 
etc.).  My personal situation; I drive as a single occupancy vehicle from Cardiff to Chula Vista 5 
days a week.  No other workers are on my schedule that lives near by me to carpool.  The “other” 
options are train (approx 2-3 hour commute), or bus (I am not even sure that I could get to Chula 
Vista by bus).  They are both extremely insufficient to get me to my destination in a reasonable 
time.

I thoroughly oppose a multi-HOV lane approach, as we live in an area that has minimal allowance 
of multiple car users.  One HOV lane extended through the 27 mile course would be acceptable, 
in each direction – with at least one more general lane, and auxiliary lanes as land and 
ecosystems permit.  More general and auxiliary lanes would benefit more people at a local level.  
There appears to be a perception that the Federal Highway Administration is looking at this plan – 
only at a higher level, without a clear fundamental understanding of the local needs. 

The current proposals need to include local commuters input (North County - San Diego 
residents), innovative approaches to alternate transportation and be backed by sufficient and 
realistic data (not outdated or data from other regions that do not fit the San Diego challenges). 

More options, other than the freeway (all of the way to LA County and the Inland Counties) would 
be a better and lasting solution. 

The walls proposed in the current EIR are completely unacceptable.  My home is located within 
~1/2 mile east of I-5, where I currently hear the freeway as background noise (due to valley 
acoustics etc).  The addition of freeway lanes, if not innovatively added, will increase this noise 
level and the walls will sacrifice the coastal atmosphere. 

I am extremely opposed to the approach of having to pay for use of the HOV lanes a second 
time.  Meaning, I pay taxes which allows for the HOV lanes to be installed the 1st time, then I 
would need to continually pay a 2nd time for each use of the lane.  (As explained earlier, regarding 
single occupancy vehicles for local commuters – the majority of the commuters in San Diego 
North County). 

Please “seriously” consider my words above and address my questions below (not in order). 
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Responses to Daniel Turitto 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) has 
undertaken a comprehensive regional planning process to 
plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The 2050 RTP is the adopted long-range transportation 
planning blueprint for the San Diego region’s transportation system 
for the next 40 years.  The focus of the 2050 RTP is to provide more 
modal choices for the movement of people and goods.  These 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050, and all of the modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies, and Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The 
land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, 
higher density, and walkable development located near transit.  
Changes in land use patterns and smart growth can, however, take 
extended time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to 
maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system and would allow the time 
necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, such 
as smart growth.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System” and “Projected Growth” for additional information on how 
long-term planning efforts were utilized to determine the need for 
and scale of the currently proposed project, as well as to Topical 
Response “Mass Transit” with regard to planned improvements to 
the region’s mass transit system.
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As discussed in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
there has been continual coordination with the public throughout 
the environmental process to help determine areas of concern, 
the scope of environmental documentation, the level of analysis, 
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and related environmental 
requirements.  The environmental review process is designed to 
provide full disclosure to both the public and governmental decision 
makers regarding potential, substantial environmental effects of a 
proposed project.  Additionally, there have been many opportunities 
for public comment and input, including local outreach that occurred 
over several years.  Outreach efforts to solicit input from the 
public and critical resource agencies started early in the process.  
Specifically, in early 2004, preliminary scoping meetings were held 
in the Cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Oceanside, San Diego, and 
Solana Beach before circulating the Notice of Preparation of an EIR 
and Notice of Intent regarding the EIS.  Two separate newsletters 
were sent and made available to addresses within one mile (east 
and west) of I-5 between the northern and southern ends of the 
project.  Also since 2004, and in an effort to update interested parties 
and the public as a whole on the project status, Caltrans staff have 
attended meetings, conducted surveys, and presented handouts 
and mailers.  Presentations have been made to local communities 
and planning groups, homeowners associations, chambers of 
commerce, city councils, and local politician-sponsored meetings.  
The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated for an extended public review 
period, between July 8, 2010 and November 22, 2010, during which 
public meetings were held in each of the cities along the corridor.  
Input from all of these efforts has been considered in the project 
planning and design process.  For more information regarding 
the I-5 NCC Project, please visit any of the following websites:  
Caltrans’ website at www.dot.ca.gov; the TransNet website at www.
keepsandiegomoving.com; and the TransNet Dashboard at www.
transnettrip.com, which contains the status of the I-5 NCC Project,
including up-to-date schedule, budget, and expenditure information.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  EIR/EIS Section 2.1,
Project Description, describes the proposed action and corridor-wide
design alternatives that were developed by a multidisciplinary 
team to achieve the project’s purpose and need while avoiding 

01
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or minimizing environmental impacts.  Four build alternatives 
and eight alternatives considered but eliminated from further 
discussion are included in Chapter 2, Project Alternatives.  The 
criteria used for identifying and evaluating the project alternatives 
are the project objectives listed in EIR/EIS Section 1.2, Purpose for 
the Project.  Similarly, the criteria for eliminating other alternatives 
are based on the project objectives, with eliminated alternatives, 
along with specific reasons they do not meet the project objectives, 
provided in EIR/EIS Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Further Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS.  The 
build alternatives are consistent with the applicable transportation 
planning documents, including the North Coast Transportation 
Study, Congestion System Management Plan, and 2050 RTP.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
Coast Corridor transportation, as described in the first paragraph 
of this response.

Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for 
a summary of alternatives previously evaluated for the I-5 
corridor, including transit-based alternatives.  The inclusion of 
HOV/Managed Lanes within the I-5 corridor is identified in a 
number of related planning documents, including SANDAG’s 
RTPs and the North Coast Transportation Study.  HOV/Managed 
Lanes have been shown to provide an important commuting 
option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the 
EIR/EIS, provide additional highway capacity in a constrained 
corridor while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  Within the project corridor, approximately 
13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are High Occupancy 
Vehicles ([HOVs] anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent 
by 2030), while approximately 60 percent of vehicles within the 
project’s limits during weekend peak periods are HOVs (refer to 
Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).  Regarding use of the 
project by Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOV), please note that the 
project is planned to be operated such that excess capacity in the 
HOV/Managed Lanes would be sold to SOVs, allowing SOVs to 
use the lanes for all build alternatives.  The Value Pricing program 
would entail the implementation of tolls to these SOV users.

01
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With regard to a scaled-down version of the project that includes 
one general purpose and one HOV/Managed Lane, please refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Further Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS.  As discussed in the 
EIR/EIS, one of the alternatives eliminated from further discussion 
was the Freeway Expansion/HOV (10+2 HOV) alternative, which 
proposed the addition of one general purpose lane and one HOV/
Managed Lane in each direction from Del Mar Heights Road to 
Vandegrift Boulevard.  This alternative did not meet the purpose and 
need of the project because it would not provide enough freeway 
capacity to address 2030 travel demand.  Additionally, peak hour 
demand for the one HOV/Managed Lane would exceed capacity 
in various segments in year 2015 and would worsen in ensuing 
years.  Further, the addition of one general purpose and one 
HOV/Managed Lane would require additional widening to 
accommodate auxiliary lanes, resulting in impacts to wetland 
and upland areas.  Travel delays associated with this alternative 
would also worsen air quality.  Overall, this alternative would not 
address existing and future operational deficiencies, would not 
improve community connectivity and access at local interchanges 
and overcrossings, and would not enhance or improve the existing 
human and natural environment along the I-5 corridor.  

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
commuter input, alternative transportation, and the multimodal 
improvement effort for the North Coast Corridor.  Project-related 
traffic and growth projections are derived from established sources 
such as the SANDAG Series forecasts, as well as project-specific 
technical analyses.  Year 2030 traffic projections, for example, 
are outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast methodology 
provided in the related I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Technical 
Report #5 Traffic Demand Forecasting Report (August 2007).  
This report notes that initial forecast modeling was conducted 
by Caltrans using the SANDAG Regional Transportation Model 
Series 10, Year 2030 and 2015 forecast, with verification and 
adjustments provided based on considerations including growth 
rate forecasts and anomalies, average daily traffic (ADT) forecasts 
and adjustments, and peak hour traffic forecasts.  During the 
course of the project development process, SANDAG released 

01
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both the Series 11 forecasts and more recently, the Series 12 
forecasts.  Upon review of these different data sets that forecast 
and model traffic up to year 2050, the project development team 
determined that the initial Series 10 2030 forecasted traffic volumes 
that were used for the basis of the original traffic studies, were 
indicative of year 2035 volumes and determined that a revision at 
this time would not alter the results of the associated studies.  An 
additional description of traffic forecast methodology is provided 
in Section 2.0 of the referenced technical report, and additional 
information on growth forecasts is included in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth.”  Based on the described considerations, the 
noted data sources and analyses are based on accepted industry 
standards and methods and are considered the most appropriate 
and accurate approach for the proposed project.

With respect to your noise concerns in the area east of I-5 
and north of Birmingham Drive, these issues are evaluated in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As described therein, although 
project-related decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, 
the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three 
or fewer dBA over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA 
or less are generally not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  The project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA or 
greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S652 and S654 (Option 
2) in the area east of I-5 and north of Birmingham Drive (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 30).  Soundwall S652 would 
exceed the “reasonable” allowance based on current assumptions 
regarding right-of-way costs.  If the estimated construction cost 
could not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” 
allowance, construction of S652 would not be recommended.  
Construction of S654 (Option 2) is recommended due to the 
presence of a “severely impacted” receptor.  The use of such noise-
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abatement facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-generated 
noise.  But, based on the location of the subject property (1522 
Old Creek Court) approximately 2250 feet east of the freeway and 
outside the project limits(from review of Google Maps), the identified 
soundwalls if constructed would not be expected to provide an 
associated discernible noise-abatement benefit.  Project-related 
noise effects at this site also would not be expected to meet or 
approach 67 dBA, due to the intervening distance of approximately 
2100 feet to the closest associated noise receptors evaluated in the 
EIR/EIS (R9.1 through R9.13; refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheet 30).  That is, projected noise levels at these noise receptors 
would range from 74 to 75 dBA with construction of the project 
and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.19).  With the 
standard roadway attenuation of three dBA for every doubling of 
distance, associated existing and future noise levels are expected 
to be substantially less than those described for the nearest 
noise receptors and below the established noise-abatement limit.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

With regard to changing the coastal atmosphere of the community, 
the changes to the I-5 right-of-way, including soundwalls and 
retention walls, are focused and linear in nature.  Walls located 
between west-facing properties and the freeway might be 
constructed of transparent materials to retain desirable views.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County lifestyle and why those impacts are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  

The operation of a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane program 
on I-5 is not a decision made by Caltrans; rather, California 
Senate Bill (CA SB) 468 authorizes SANDAG to administer 
this program.  Availability of the lanes to paying users would be 
based upon the level of use by HOV users relative to roadway 
capacity.  Your comments regarding this matter would be better 
addressed to SANDAG.  Please also refer to the response to your 
Comment 01 regarding HOV use.  In addition, the provision of the  
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From the Solana Beach PowerPoint Presentation, 11/8/2010: (Caltrans and SANDAG)

Page 42 – Express lanes at free flow – what about locals (San Diego residents needs?  We need 
general lanes to free flow.  What are my (local residents) viable options? 

Page 42 – Why add 2030 coaster (32 minutes) to slide?  What is the current coaster time? 

How will the rail system be added (incorporated) if any (or no) freeway option is chosen?  Also 
buses? 

Page 43 – Why only a “Possibility” to advance mitigation projects and existing noise? This should 
be required.  Is this required?  If no, why not? 

Page 44 – “reflecting local character” – How is this ensured and required in the design (and 
contracts)?  I expect a guarantee! 

No paying of HOV lanes 2 times – period!  I pay taxes and expect to be able to use the fruits of 
these taxes, without a 2nd possibly illegal charge. 

Page 21 - “Different Customer Different Needs” – My needs are not considered as a local who 
cannot carpool.  No bus or train system is planned for my needs. 

Page 22 – 2006 averages – how does this compare to 2010?  What is the accuracy of the 2030 
estimates?  What is the traffic trend for 2006 vs. 2010?  What is the past accuracy and validation 
of the estimates by Caltrans and the Federal Highway Administration? 

Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration do not understand local travel needs and culture. 
 Single car occupancy is a necessity until other reasonable and viable means of 
transportation is available.  What and when are the plans to incorporate other transportation 
options (for example bus or train) as a comprehensive system.  Will I be able to get from Cardiff 
to Chula Vista in a reasonable time less than 1 hour)? 

What proof (data) exists to show carpool lanes work in San Diego?  Specifically in North County?  
If none, when will it be done?  If not prior to the decision of I-5 proposals, why not? 

Page 40 – “Increase Community and Environmental Impact”!  How can this be good?  Increase 
community impact is good? How?  Increase environmental impact is good? How?  Why are these 
red flag negative aspects acceptable?  From a resident perspective, these are not acceptable. 

********************************************************************************************************* 

General Questions:

Noise increase – no local input for design.   Why not? 
My home is ~1/2 mile east of I5 and by means of a valley and being located on a slight hill; I can 
clearly hear the freeway noise, which is now barely acceptable.  Increasing the noise level is not 
acceptable.  How will this increased noise impact my home value?  How much money will the 
State of Ca pay me for this offset of value to my home?  What scientific noise study has been 
complete for the noise surrounding my home?  What are the results? 

Has there been any study to show how effective adding 4 general lanes would work?  If yes, what 
are the results?  If no, why not?  When will it be complete?  If no, without exploring simple 
options, how can Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration state that their decision is a good 
sound choice? 
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San Diego residents have the same opportunity to utilize the HOV/
Managed Lanes as non-locals.  San Diego residents can use 
the HOV/Managed Lanes between intermediate access points.  
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 4.

Comments with regard to Coaster operations would be better 
addressed to the SANDAG and the North County Transit District 
(NCTD), which are responsible for the planning and operation of 
rail operations in this corridor.  The proposed project is not intended 
to “compete” with the Coaster in terms of commute times.  That 
is, the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies, 
and Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding mass transit options.

With respect to your question on the “possibility” of, rather than 
requirements for, implementing noise-abatement mitigation, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 03 above.  As 
discussed therein, potential noise-abatement measures such as 
soundwalls are subject to applicable “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria under FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.  Individual noise-
abatement measures initially identified as part of the project noise 
assessment may or may not be recommended for implementation, 
based on compliance with the stated criteria.

With regard to reflecting local character in the project design, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 03 above.  In 
addition, please note that Caltrans has made extensive efforts 
to incorporate community concerns and reflect local character 
in the project’s design.  Caltrans has worked with the adjacent 
cities to develop a number of potential community enhancement 

HOV/Managed Lanes would remove traffic from the general lanes 
so that the general lanes can flow more smoothly, including for 
local residents who decide not to use the HOV/Managed Lanes.  

04
cont.
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projects and to receive input into the project design.  Draft EIR/
EIS Section 3.7.4 describes that a set of project design guidelines 
would be developed under the direction of the District Landscape 
Architect.  These guidelines have now been developed, and are 
available at www.keepsandiegomoving.com as part of this Final 
EIR/EIS.  The design guidelines contain detailed architectural and 
landscape mitigation guidance that reflects comments received 
during public outreach meetings with interested community 
groups, city staff members, regulatory agencies, and the general 
public.  During final project design and construction, it would be 
the responsibility of the District Landscape Architect to analyze the 
visual effects of specific project features, synthesize applicable 
mitigation measures from the EIR/EIS and design guidelines, apply 
those requirements to actual design features in specific locations, 
and submit proposals to the design team. Future construction 
contracts would require the implementation of the design specifics 
of whichever alternative is selected.

The baseline for an analysis in an EIR is what exists at the 
time the notice of preparation is published, in conformance with 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 
15125: Environmental Setting; thus 2006 averages were provided.  
For information regarding traffic projections to the year 2030, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 02.  In regard to 
past accuracy and validation, please refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” for information regarding regional growth 

As discussed in response to your Comment 05, San Diego residents 
have the same opportunity to utilize the HOV/Managed Lanes as 
non-locals.  San Diego residents can use the HOV/Managed Lanes 
between intermediate access points.  Regarding your comment on 
bus or train systems that meet your needs, although the proposed 
project is intended to be compatible with any mass transit options 
being considered by the SANDAG and NCTD, Caltrans is only 
responsible for the highway improvements associated with the 
multimodal improvement effort for the North Coast Corridor.  Please 
also refer to the response to your Comment 06.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 04 regarding 
payment for use of HOV/Managed Lanes.
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forecasts and the continually changing conditions that require 
additional modifications to the forecast system.

Caltrans takes the potential impacts of its projects on communities 
and the environment seriously.  The EIR/EIS prepared by Caltrans 
discloses that the proposed project would result in a number of 
environmental impacts, including impacts related to lagoons, traffic 
noise, visual quality, community character, cultural resources, and 
water quality.  Caltrans has worked closely with local communities 
and technical specialists to design the improvements to avoid and/
or minimize project-related community impacts to the maximum 
extent practicable.  Specifically, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
HOV/Managed Lane use in the North Coast Corridor.

The Caltrans office proposing the I-5 NCC Project is District 11, 
based in Old Town, San Diego.  Staffers understand local travel 
needs and culture.  Please refer to the response to your Comment 
01 regarding single-occupant versus high-occupant vehicles in 
the North Coast Corridor.  As described in the response to your 
Comment 06, I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
Coast Corridor transportation, including bus and rail improvements.  
All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Based on regional traffic projections (refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth”), these measures are not a substitute 
for freeway widening.  In regard to your question regarding travel 
time on a comprehensive system between Cardiff and Chula 
Vista, Caltrans has no control over travel schedules and times 
associated with alternative transportation.  This question would be 
better addressed to SANDAG and NCTD.
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to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative  While the 
Preferred Alternative would result in a corresponding reduction of 
potential impacts, it is not always possible to avoid environmental 
impacts for projects such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  The 
EIR/EIS includes an extensive evaluation of potential project-
related impacts and related avoidance, minimization, and/
or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures.

With respect to potential project-related noise concerns at the 
subject property (1522 Old Creek Court), please refer to the 
responses to your Comments 03 and 07 above.  The Noise 
Study Repot (NSR) prepared for the project was conducted in 
compliance with all applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements, 
with the results of the NSR summarized in EIR/EIS Section 3.15.
The NSR is available for review at:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-5NCC/TS/TSNoise07.
pdf.

With respect to property value reimbursement, property owners will 
be reimbursed only for property acquisition.  Based on discussion 
provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Impacts, substantial 
adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated from the 
project’s implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value, including noise.
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16Where is the study that shows HOV lanes would be a better choice over general lanes, where 
general lanes can be used by most of the local residents?  Is it current for North County San 
Diego? 

********************************************************************************************************* 

I5 Newsletter #3 Questions:

From the newsletter – “as high as 60%” is not the same as 60%.  What is the average daily HOV 
usage?  If this is less than 60%, why is this considered good for San Diego residents on 
weekdays?  How does this help the weekday commute?  If this is less than 50%, why is this 
considered good for San Diego residents on weekdays?  How does this help the weekday 
commute?  If less than 50%, this is definitely not acceptable plan forward, as this should be 
helping more people than ½, and should be helping the local residents, not just the through or 
transient traffic. 
 This HOV increase serves the “weekend” traffic increase – only serves 2 days per week.  
What about the other 5 days f the week?  What other transportation options are being put in place 
for daily commuters?   

Why a proposed Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) limited to El Camino Real? Then limited to only I-5 
Manchester Ave to 805 Miramar Rd? 
 What about locals going further south?  How will this help me get to Chula Vista for my 
work?  Why is such a limited BRT route being proposed? 

Why are there no or limited amount of buses using the current HOV lanes? 

Why should I pay through my taxes for 4 HOV lanes that I cannot use?  Why should I pay extra (a 
2nd time) to use the HOV lanes, if I want to use them as a single occupancy driver?  This is wrong 
to charge me 2 times for a road to drive on – regardless of other areas that use this system.  
Locally, in San Diego, this is not an acceptable approach. 

There is nobody on my work schedule that lives near me that I can carpool with.  This is the case 
with most San Diego North County commuters.  I am referring to the people who locally use this 
system of whom the brunt of any freeway change impacts the most. 

Why is it $300 million to expand HOV lanes from Manchester Ave to State Route 78 (17 miles), 
and $3.1 BILLION for the 27 mile project?  This seems like extremely poor cost management.  
Reasoning: 17 miles ~ 63% of the 27 miles; 10 miles = 37% of total ~ $111 million; 300 + 111 = 
411 million (for 1 additional lane); multiplied by 4 lanes should be $1.65 Billion. 

How will adding these extra lanes, as opposed to more buses and trains, support the Ca State 
mandate to reduce greenhouse gas emissions?  If it does not, what is being done by Caltrans 
and Federal Highway Administration to offset the estimated car usage and time on the road for 
each vehicles emissions?  If Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration are not doing anything 
to mitigate gas emissions, why not?  When will a plan be in place? 

So far, there has been extremely poor (at best) communications by Caltrans and Federal 
Highway Administration and limited contact by Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration for 
the effected community involvement up front.  To get more ideas that will work locally.  When will 
a realistic community workshop be held to create other and more viable options for San Diego 
County residents – by Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration? 

Caltrans and Federal Highway Administration appear to only be looking at the project from a 
global perspective with seemingly blatant disregard for the local (resident) needs.  It is not just 
about moving people, if it were, there would be more options available to move larger numbers of 

16
cont.
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Additional general purpose lanes would not provide the certainty in 
travel time that can be attained with HOV/Managed Lanes, which 
are monitored for flow, and which individual-occupant cars can 
also use for a fee.  Alternatives proposing only general purpose 
lanes without HOV/Managed Lanes did not answer projected 
needs as well as those with the HOV/Managed Lanes. Please 
see Section 2.6.1 of the EIR/EIS for detailed discussion on this 
topic.  Similarly, build alternatives proposing an additional general 
purpose lane in addition to the HOV/Managed Lanes have not 
been assessed as providing substantially greater benefit than the 
Preferred Alternative.  As noted in response to your Comment 14, 
the Preferred Alternative is a refined 8+4 Buffer alternative, which 
is the smallest of the build alternatives proposed in the EIR/EIS.  

The I-5 North Coast Corridor Newsletter, “Keep San Diego Moving,” 
is intended to educate the public about progress of corridor 
improvements and studies via email blasts.  The article cited in this 
comment is “I-5 North Coast Corridor’s Unique Amenities Create 
a 24/7 Traffic Demand.”  Please refer to the response to your 
Comments 01, as well as EIR/EIS Section 3.6.3.1, with regard 
to the estimated weekday and weekend peak period vehicles 
that are HOV, as well as a discussion of the benefits of HOV/
Managed Lanes.  As further described in EIR/EIS Section 1.3.5,
the provision of such lanes has been found by Caltrans to be an 
effective means of managing travel demand and encouraging 
the use of other travel modes in response to changing traffic 
and roadway conditions.  Please note that the inclusion of HOV/
Managed Lanes within the I-5 corridor is identified in a number 
of related planning documents, including the SANDAG Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTPs) and the North Coast Transportation 
Study.  Additionally, a Value Pricing Program is proposed to be 
implemented for the HOV/Managed Lanes when extra capacity 
exists, which would allow Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to 
pay a toll to use the lanes and would provide for the monitoring of 
lanes to ensure that all user groups experience less congestion 
than users of the general purpose lanes.  The tolls would be based 
on levels of congestion at that time.  The availability of these lanes 
helps to manage congestion on all highway lanes by removing 
some vehicles from the general purpose lanes.
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The proposed project is intended to be compatible with any 
mass transit option being considered by the SANDAG and 
NCTD.  This project, however, is focused on I-5 and would not 
be directly implementing bus rapid transit (BRT) or other mass 
transit improvements.  Comments regarding Level 4 BRT would be 
better addressed to SANDAG and NCTD.  Additionally, Caltrans 
has no control over whether buses choose to utilize current 
HOV/Managed Lanes.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 04 regarding 
payment for use of HOV/Managed Lanes.  Although carpooling 
may not be an option for you personally, Caltrans recognizes that 
carpooling is an important option for drivers in the I-5 corridor, now
and in the future.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes is 
intended to provide incentive for I-5 users to carpool as well as to 
establish a reliable option for carpoolers to reach their destination 
in a timely manner.  The responses to your Comments 13 and 17, 
as well EIR/EIS Section 3.6.3.1, provide a detailed discussion of 
the benefits of HOV/Managed Lanes and the estimated weekday 
and weekend peak period vehicles that are HOV.

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt 
of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, the I-5 NCC Project would add HOV/Managed Lanes, 
a buffer, auxiliary lanes and, depending on the alternative, an 
additional general purpose lane.  The estimated cost for the 
project Build Alternatives identified in Section 2.1 of the Final 
EIR/EIS, ranges between $3.1 billion and $4.5billion.  The difference 
in cost between the Manchester Avenue and SR-78 segment and 
the overall project is related to several things.  The cost for the initial 
expansion to two HOV/Managed Lanes reflects the lack of additional 
expenditures necessary for expansion of the larger project.  This  
cost for the remainder of the Preferred Alternative includes a number 
of elements not reflected in the Manchester Avenue to SR-78 
HOV/Managed Lane extension, such as right-of-way acquisitions, 

18
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utility relocations, replacement of many of the existing bridges, 
replacement or reconfiguration of interchanges and ramps, and 
mitigation efforts (including soundwall construction and habitat 
acquisition and restoration).  Accordingly, based on the complex 
and extensive nature of the described activities associated with 
implementing the Preferred Alternative (or any of the other Build 
Alternatives), the cost for implementing the HOV/Managed Lane 
extension between Manchester Avenue and SR-78 understandably 
represents only around 15 percent of the total project cost.

22

Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are addressed in EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6, Climate Change, as well as in Topical Response 
“Climate Change.”  By enhancing operations and improving 
travel times through the reduction of congestion along the I-5, 
emissions associated with stop-and-go traffic would decrease.  As 
noted in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, compared to no build conditions, 
implementation of an 8+4 alternative is estimated to reduce 2030 
carbon dioxide (CO2) emissions in the San Diego Region by up to 
340 tons per day. 

people, there would be more understanding of the local culture (forced to use cars as a single 
occupancy since there are extremely poor options that are too timely and unrealistic for travel. 

Again, please “seriously” consider these comments and do not dismiss them.  Keep an open 
mind to others suggestions and to do what is right for the San Diego County residents, not just 
what some Administrator would like to see. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely,  

Daniel Turitto 
1522 Old Creek Court 
Cardiff by The Sea, Ca 92007 

22
cont.
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Outreach efforts to solicit input from the public and critical 
resource agencies are provided in response to your Comment 01
and addressed in depth in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and 
Coordination.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, a 
public meeting was held on the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in 
September 2012; this was the final public meeting to be held for 
the proposed project. 

As stated in EIR/EIS Section 1.2, Purpose for the Project, the overall 
project’s purpose is to maintain or improve the existing and future 
traffic operations in the I-5 North Coast Corridor in order to improve 
the safe and efficient regional movement of people and goods 
for the planning design year of 2050.  A comprehensive regional 
planning process has been undertaken to plan regional growth 
patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system that 
would best handle the anticipated growth.  As noted in response 
to your Comment 01 as well as Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit,” improvements to 
all modal opportunities are required in order to present the widest 
and most effective choices for travelers and residents within this 
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corridor.  While local residents would be expected to benefit from 
more time-certain commutes along I-5, it is the improvement to the 
overall system rather than to any specific location that provides 
benefit.  

Consistent with State and federal law, this Final EIR/EIS contains 
responses to all comments received during the public review 
period, including those received by local residents, and input from 
all of these efforts has been considered in the project planning and 
design process.
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1001
Dana Vieweg   
11/09/2010 07:57 AM 
Subject: 457 Union St

Hello,
   We have concerns regarding the impact of the freeway expansion on our property.  We are at 
457 Union Street, Encinitas, on the west side of the freeway.  The freeway fence is on our 
property.

If the freeway is to be widened, we would like to be considered for a buy out if it encroaches any 
amount onto our property.

The wall height is also a concern.  I was informed that it could be as tall as 26 feet, directly on 
the fence boundary, which is a visual blight in my eyes.  Although a wall might be desired that is 
extremely tall to have it so close to our house.  

Construction noise at night, having endured a couple of nights of grinding off the reflector lights 
a few years ago, was god awful.

Any landscape that is destroyed, since there are some old trees that I am sure will be removed 
for construction, would have to be replaced with low water but attractive planting.  We have old 
peppers, eucalyptus and an acacia or two in the area.  

These are my concerns, to date.  

Thank you,
Dana Vieweg  
457 Union St.
Encinitas, Ca 92024  
760 753-6191

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

With regard to potential property impacts, it is Caltrans’ intent to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition” for additional information regarding the acquisition 
process for encroachment onto properties.  As described in 
Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the proposed 
project has been designed to minimize impacts, where possible, 
by taking reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives.  As can be seen on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36 (and Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14v), and 
based on a review of project plans, it is not currently anticipated 
that your property (457 Union Street) would be directly impacted or 
require acquisition for project improvements under the 10+4 Buffer
or 8+4 alternatives.  Under the 10+4 Barrier and 8+4 Barrier 
alternatives, however, partial acquisitions would be required on 
the property.  Please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  An ultimate 
conclusion regarding property acquisitions would be based on the 
selection of decision makers and final project design.  Affected 
properties would be subject to an appraisal to determine the fair 
market value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.

A soundwall (S689) is preliminarily recommended along the freeway 
right-of-way between the referenced property and the expanded 
freeway; a retaining wall in the same location is also anticipated.  
A final decision regarding the construction of this soundwall will 

Responses to Dana Vieweg
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be made based on final project design parameters, the coastal 
permitting process, and input from affected homeowners and 
property owners.  If the soundwall is constructed, a temporary  
easement for construction of the soundwall may be needed on 
a small linear portion of the property, as shown on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36; but fee acquisition would not be required.

01
cont.

As described in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, identified 
soundwalls were evaluated at heights ranging from 8 to 16 feet 
to assess related levels of noise abatement.  Accordingly, the 
construction of soundwalls measuring up to 26 feet tall would not 
be considered.  One of the preliminarily recommended project 
soundwalls, S689, is located adjacent to the subject property at 
457 Union Street (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36,
and Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).  Soundwall S689 would range 
in height from 12 to 16 feet, and is identified as a 16-foot-high 
wall at the subject property (identified as noise receptor R11.11 
in Table 3.15.23).  Although this soundwall is currently proposed, 
it ultimately may not be included in the project for the reasons 
discussed below.  Although the cost to construct Soundwall S689 
would exceed the identified “reasonable” allowance, Soundwall 
S689 would protect “severely impacted” noise receptors for which 
abatement must be considered.  In this instance, S689 also would 
result in substantial visual impacts.  In an effort to avoid potential 
visual impacts, individual abatement for the “severely impacted” 
residences (including the subject property) would be proposed if 
agreements with property owners can be reached.  Failing this 
ability to individually abate, the entire length of Soundwall S689 
would be preliminarily recommended as proposed.

While the final design of soundwalls has not been determined, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics identifies several 
alternative soundwall designs that are being considered to reduce 
visual impacts (refer to EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for additional 
information on soundwalls relative to visual impacts.

Regarding potential project construction at night and associated 
noise concerns, while specific construction schedules are not 
known at this time, some nighttime construction would likely 
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occur as indicated in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  Construction-
related noise generation would be intermittent and would vary 
in intensity.  Specifically, the degree of construction noise may 
vary for different areas of the project site as well as with the 
nature of individual construction activities.  Information on noise
levels for typical construction activities that can be expected in 
the project area can be found at the following website:

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/handbook/09.htm.

Section 3.15.4 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of related 
equipment and administrative noise control measures under 
the discussion of Measures to Minimize Construction Noise, as 
outlined below:

Equipment Noise Control

•	 Ensure that all equipment items have manufacturers’ 
recommended noise-abatement measures, such as 
mufflers, engine enclosures, and engine vibration isolators 
intact and operational.  All construction equipment would 
be inspected at periodic intervals to ensure proper 
maintenance and presence of noise control devices.

•	 Turn off idling equipment.

Administrative Measures

•	 Implement a construction noise-monitoring program to 
limit impacts.

•	 Plan noisier operations during times least sensitive to 
noise receptors.

•	 Keep noise levels relatively uniform and minimize impulsive 
noises.

•	 Plan rests between construction activities so that noisy 
activities are followed by more quiet activities. 

•	 Maintain good public relations with the community to 
minimize objections to the unavoidable construction 
impacts.  Provide frequent activity updates of all 
construction activities.
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04 As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because 
the project has not been approved and has not undergone final 
design, specific landscape plans are not proposed at this time.  Draft 
Design Guidelines: I-5 NCC Project are provided in Appendix L.
Input to project landscaping plans has included comments received 
during public outreach.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for discussion of project effects related to loss 
of existing vegetation and replacement with project landscaping.
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972
Morgan Vondrak 
11/11/2010 12:49 AM 
Subject: 1-5 expansion

To senator.kehoe@sen.ca.gov 

Dear Senator, 
I am a native San Diegan, business owner, and taxpayer and am against the current plans for 
expansion of the I-5 corridor. 

Having been born and raised in San Diego I have seen the continued expansion and lack of real 
planning for an efficient transportation system in San Diego. Simply adding lanes will be a 
bandaid on the growing problem and is a false cure for our gridlock. One only needs to look to 
the north (Los Angels) to see that 10 lane freeways are just as congested as 8 lane freeways 
and that the only true way to combat the problem is with a REAL public transportation system. 

As it is our public transit is really only designed for weekend visits to the ballpark or downtown 
and is not designed as an efficient alternative to commuters. This needs to be addressed and, 
instead of awarding pointless contracts to Caltrans to expand a freeway that by the time they 
actually finish the work will only need another approval for expansion. We need to instead focus 
on providing a practical public transportation system. 

The second reason I oppose the current expansion plans is the complete lack of any REAL EIR 
(environmental impact report) which does NOT follow CEQA regulations in coming up with a 
plan for this project. The I-5 corridor runs directly through some of the last remaining coastal 
habitat in Southern California. The fact that such an incredible lack of sensitivity is being shown 
to that fact in just the planning phases is upsetting and makes me wonder what the building 
practices will be like. Caltrans needs to hire REAL biologists to do REAL field surveys so that 
they can comply with CEQA and prevent the distruction of our last remaining coastal habitats. 

We set these areas aside to PROTECT them, not to destroy half of them through sheer 
contempt of the law and lack of good planning practices. 

Thank you 
Morgan Vondrak 
Argia Designs 
760.420.2411 
argiadezigns@yahoo.com
www.argiadesigns.com 
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

The proposed project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system, allowing the region to work toward complex solutions, 
such as changes in land use patterns and extensive mass transit 
systems, which take an extended period to implement.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding public 
transportation.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” regarding alternatives studied for the North 
Coast Corridor, and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” for an 
explanation of why transportation improvements are an ongoing 
(and sometimes iterative) process.

With regard to looking to the north (Los Angeles), no one answer 
is appropriate for all segments of our State highway system; 
congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject to specific 
constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are projected to be 
appropriate for this segment of I-5 and would occur simultaneously 
with other regional efforts to address transportation demand, 
including changes in land use patterns and improvement of public 
transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of projected 
growth in traffic over time.

Responses to Morgan Vondrak

The Draft EIR/EIS fulfills requirements of both the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and follows the format approved by the State, 
as presented on the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference.  
A Supplemental EIR/EIS was also circulated in August 2012, 
which provided newly available information on potential effects 
to lagoons, as well as the clarification of issues related to latent 
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traffic demand, sea level rise, water quality, and common design 
features, as well as community enhancements proposed by the 
project.  Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be 
the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Where important 
new information and analyses related to the Preferred Alternative, 
refinements to the community enhancement projects, and lagoon 
studies potentially could have supported recirculation, such review 
was accomplished in the focused Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and 
is now incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  The Draft EIR/EIS and 
Final EIR/EIS were reviewed and approved for circulation following 
legal review for adequacy.  These documents were also circulated 
to federal and State resource agencies for sensitive resources 
as well as the local cities crossed by I-5.  Their comments and 
requests for clarification are addressed in this Final EIR/EIS.

Regarding potential project-related effects to coastal resources 
and habitats, these issues are addressed in the EIR/EIS under 
the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures (including Sections 3.17,
Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species).  As 
described therein, project-related impacts to biological resources 
would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and minimization 
efforts have been incorporated into the project design, and 
an extensive mitigation package for unavoidable impacts to 
habitats and related plant/animal species has been developed 
through coordination efforts with the wildlife agencies.  These 
investigations and recommendations were based on extensive 
field investigation and analysis by experienced professional 
biologists, a number of whom are recognized as leading authorities 
in the field of southern California coastal biological resources.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
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and Resource Enhancement Program, project mitigation would be 
part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources that 
would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources than a 
traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  The 
additional evaluation provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
incorporates the results of associated technical analyses, including 
biological assessments, hydrologic/hydraulic studies, and Caltrans 
interaction with lagoon scientists, intended to maximize the health 
and function of the lagoons.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on 
potential project-related issues regarding coastal lagoons. 

02
cont.
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721
Richard F. Walsh
August 19, 2010 1:24 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor

Fundamentally, I5 is too close to the coast and already degrades North Coast communities & 
environment. I5’s both a physical barrier and a much wider noise barrier and I5 expansion will 
worsen the current situation. I5 passes with in 350 meters of my condo and when windows are 
open, the traffic 
sound is always present. The traffic noise approaching I5 with in 50 meters, when walking, is 
really unpleasant. I urge Carlsbad City to vigorously oppose the I5 Expansion. Richard F. Walsh  
Thursday, August 19, 2010 5:40 

Subject: RE: Walsh

The I5 (Interstate 5) expansion as proposed by Caltrans will degrade the North Coast 
community's livability beyond the current situation.  The I5 route passes with in 350 meters west 
of my condo.  So when my west facing windows or doors are open, the traffic sound is always 
present and, for my sanity, I pretend it's the ocean.  Caltrans proposes a 12 to 16 foot sound 
barrier along I5 adjacent to our neighborhood which may help but what about other section of I5 
that do not have sound barriers?  My wife and I enjoy walking the Carlsbad trail along the North 
edge of the Batiquitos Lagoon, using the west entrance to the Batiquitos trail.  The entrance is 
about 200 meters from I5 and the loud highway traffic noise persists until we walk east another 
300 meters.  While Caltrans inclusion of a pedestrian way under the bridge at Agua Hedionda 
was a nice touch but the traffic noise would likely render it unusable since, even now, 
approaching I5 with in 50 meters is unpleasant.  My point is I5's both a physical barrier in the 
coastal communities and a much wider noise barrier and that I5 expansion will worsen the 
current situation.  
My conversation with Caltrans representatives at the August 17 PR effort in Carlsbad was 
informative but I came away dissatisfied.  Fundamentally, I5 is too close to the coast and, as 
such, it already degrades North Coast communities.  Expansion will only make a bad situation 
worse, provide only a few years relief for commuters and cost Billions.  The Caltrans projection's 
of commune times by 2030 under several I5 scenarios was not representative of other localizes 
highway expansion experience which can be summarized as "Build it and they will come".  Far 
better than widening I5 would be a new inland highway that is roughly half way between I5 and 
I15.  A Caltrans representative contented that Rancho Santa Fe residents successfully blocked 
an effort to build a new inland highway.  My contention is that widening I5 is a very expensive 
short term highway oriented solution to the North County transportation system current and 
projected needs. This "solution" is to be expected since Caltrans is in the highway business but 
what is needed is a broader transportation system approach.  
In summary, I'm opposed to the Caltrans I5 expansion because of the degradation of our 
community's livability.  I urge Carlsbad City to vigorously oppose the I5 Expansion.  

Richard F. Walsh  
907 Caminito Estrada Unit B
Carlsbad, CA  92011

01
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

The location of the project relative to the coast cannot feasibly be 
adjusted because it involves improvements to an existing facility.  
Relocation of the freeway farther from the coast would result 
in substantially greater impacts to the community and natural 
resources.  Reconfiguration of interchanges, overcrossings, and 
undercrossings along the project corridor would improve pedestrian 
and bicycle facilities, provide linkages, and allow for improvements 
to public transit.  The proposed community enhancement facilities 
(refer to Section 2.3, I-5, North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects), if implemented, would further improve 
and facilitate connectivity between communities east and west of 
I-5 that were bisected when I-5 was originally constructed.

As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans criteria.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S750 in the area east 
of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane in the City of Carlsbad, with 
S750 preliminarily recommended for construction (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 44 and 45, and Table 3.15.30).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Based on the identified location of the 
subject property (907 Caminito Estrada, Unit B), approximately 
1250 feet east of the freeway and outside the project’s limits, 
S750, however, would not be expected to provide associated 
discernible noise-abatement benefit.  Project-related noise effects 

Responses to Richard F. Walsh
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at this site would also not be expected to meet or approach 67 
decibels, due to the intervening distance of approximately 1000 to 
1200 feet to the closest associated noise receptors evaluated in the 
EIR/EIS (R14.23 through R14.26; refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 45).  That is, projected noise levels at these 
noise receptors would range from 72 to 77 dBA if no soundwalls 
were constructed with the project (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.29).
With the standard attenuation of three dBA for every doubling of 
distance, associated existing and future noise levels are expected 
to be substantially less than those described for the nearest noise 
receptors and below the noted noise-abatement criterion.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis and to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects,” which discusses 
the potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to adversely impact the 
overall quality of life in the communities near the highway.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-
related noise increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  

As described in EIR/EIS Appendix A:  Resources Evaluated 
Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f), existing traffic noise 
levels adjacent to the freeway at Agua Hedionda Lagoon are 
approximately 68 to 70 dBA.  Future noise levels are projected 
to increase approximately two dBA over a majority of the lagoon.  
This increase would not be perceptible to the human ear. 

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
potential impacts to coastal communities.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
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as part of a multimodal system and to allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take an extended period to implement.  The proposed use 
of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Additionally, the potential for the project to result in 
increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, has 
been included in the project analysis and is addressed in the 
EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road as a result of project 
improvements is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and 
latent traffic.

Constructing a new north-south freeway between I-5 and I-15, 
in lieu of improving I-5, is not considered a preferable alternative 
from an environmental impact perspective.  Although such a 
route would eliminate direct impacts to coastal resources (e.g., 
coastal lagoons), a new inland freeway would have significant 
environmental and community impacts that would be of far greater 
magnitude than the proposed project, given that the land between 
I-5 and I-15 has been mostly developed with uses (along with 
designated open space) consistent with local land use plans, 
which do not identify a new freeway alignment.  The regional 
transportation network that is anticipated over the next 40 years 
is identified in the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The 
RTP outlines projects for highways, local streets, rail and bus 
services, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as well as systems 
and demand management.  There are no plans in the 2050 RTP 
to establish a new north-south freeway corridor between I-5 
and I-15.  The focus of the 2050 RTP is to provide a variety of 
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travel choices and multimodal facilities by improving the existing 
transportation system.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.
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Oceanside High School – Oceanside Unified School District
Multi-Purpose Room
1 Pirates Cove
Oceanside, CA 92054
Date: Thursday, Sept. 9, 2010
Time: 5-8 pm

Thank you,

--
Destree Bascos
KeepSanDiegoMoving.com

&

I-5 North Coast Corridor Team
Caltrans District 11
4050 Taylor Street
San Diego, CA  92110
Public Information: (619) 688-6723

________________________________________
From: Richard F. Walsh [rwalsh43@hotmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 5:40 PM
To: I-5
Subject: RE: Walsh - Thank you for contacting KeepSanDiegoMoving.com

The I5 (Interstate 5) expansion as proposed by Caltrans will degrade the
North Coast community's livability beyond the current situation.  The I5
route passes with in 350 meters west of my condo.  So when my west facing
windows or doors are open, the traffic sound is always present and, for my
sanity, I pretend it's the ocean.  Caltrans proposes a 12 to 16 foot sound
barrier along I5 adjacent to our neighborhood which may help but what about
other section of I5 that do not have sound barriers?  My wife and I enjoy
walking the Carlsbad trail along the North edge of the Batiquitos Lagoon,
using the west entrance to the Batiquitos trail.  The entrance is about 200
meters from I5 and the loud highway traffic noise persists until we walk
east another 300 meters.  While Caltrans inclusion of a pedestrian way under
the bridge at Agua Hedionda was a nice touch but the traffic noise would
likely render it unusable since,even now, approaching I5 with in 50 meters
is unpleasant.  My point is I5's both a physical barrier in the coastal
communities and a much wider noise barrier and that I5 expansion will worsen
the current situation.

My conversation with Caltrans representatives at the August 17 PR effort in
Carlsbad was informative but I can way dissatisfied.  Fundamentally, I5 is
too close to the coast and, as such, it already degrades North Coast
communities.  Expansion will only make a bad situation worse, provide only a
few years relief for commuters and cost Billions.  The Caltrans projection's
of commune times by 2030 under several I5 scenarios was not representative
of other localizes highway expansion experience which can be summarized as
"Build it and they will come".  Far better than widening I5 would be a new
inland highway that is roughly half way between I5 and I15.  A Caltrans
representative contented that Rancho Santa Fe residents successfully blocked
an effort to build a new inland highway.  My contention is that widening I5
is a very expensive short term highway oriented solution to the North County
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transportation system current and projected needs. This "solution" is to be
expected since Caltrans is in the highway business but what is needed is a
broader transportation system approach.

In summary, I'm opposed to the Caltrans I5 expansion because of the
degradation of our community's livability.  I urge Carlsbad City to
vigorously oppose the I5 Expansion.

Richard F. Walsh
907 Caminito Estrada  Unit B
Carlsbad, CA  92011

-----Original Message-----
From: I-5 [mailto:i-5@keepsandiegomoving.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 19, 2010 5:03 PM
To: rwalsh43@hotmail.com
Subject: Walsh - Thank you for contacting KeepSanDiegoMoving.com

Dear Mr. Walsh,

Thank you for contacting KeepSanDiegoMoving.com and for your interest in the
I-5 North Coast Corridor Project. I have forwarded your email to Shay Lynn
M. Harrison, Chief, Environmental Analysis at Caltrans.

All substantive comments will be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact
Report / Environmental Impact Statement.

Please consider attending any of the five open house style public hearings
(below) to discuss specific project details with Caltrans and SANDAG staff.

http://www.keepsandiegomoving.com/I-5-intro.html

Meeting #1: Encinitas
Location:
Encinitas Community and Senior Center - City of Encinitas
Room 142 Banquet Hall
1140 Oakcrest Park Drive
Encinitas, CA 92024
Date: Tuesday, July 27, 2010
Time: 5-8 pm

Meeting #2: San Diego/Del Mar
Location:
Westfield UTC - Forum Hall
4545 La Jolla Village Drive, Suite E-25
n Diego CA, 92122-1212
Date: Tuesday, August 3, 2010
Time: 5-8 pm

Meeting #3: Carlsbad
Location:
City of Carlsbad - Faraday Center
173A and 173B
1635 Faraday Ave
Carlsbad, CA 92008
Date: Tuesday, Aug. 17, 2010
Time: 5-8 pm

Meeting #4: Solana Beach
Location:

Responses to Richard F. Walsh

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related 
noise increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 dBA or greater, and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
criteria.  Based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including S750 
in the area east of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane in the City 
of Carlsbad, with S750 recommended for construction (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 44 and 45, and Table 3.15.30).
The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been shown to 
reduce traffic-generated noise.  Based on the identified location of 
the subject property (907 Caminito Estrada, Unit B), approximately 
1250 feet east of the freeway and outside the project’s limits, 
S750, however, would not be expected to provide associated 
discernible noise-abatement benefit.  Project-related noise effects 
at this site would also not be expected to meet or approach 67 
decibels, due to the intervening distance of approximately 1000 to 
1200 feet to the closest associated noise receptors evaluated in the 
EIR/EIS (R14.23 through R14.26; refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 44 and 45).  That is, projected noise levels at these 
noise receptors would range from 72 to 77 dBA if no soundwalls 
were constructed with the project (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.29).
With the standard attenuation of three dBA for every doubling of 
distance, associated existing and future noise levels are expected 
to be substantially less than those described for the nearest 
noise receptors and below the established noise-abatement 
limit.  As described in EIR/EIS Appendix A:  Resources Evaluated 
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Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f), existing traffic noise 
levels adjacent to the freeway at Agua Hedionda Lagoon are 
approximately 68 to 70 dBA.  Future noise levels are projected 
to increase approximately two dBA over a majority of the lagoon.  
This increase would not be perceptible to the average healthy 
human ear.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall.

The location of the project relative to the coast cannot feasibly be 
adjusted because it involves improvements to an existing facility.  
Relocation of the freeway farther from the coast would result 
in substantially greater impacts to the community and natural 
resources.  With regard to potential new traffic generated by the 
proposed project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system and to allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take extended time to implement.  The proposed use of 
HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, 
the potential for the project to result in increased traffic (referred 
to as induced or latent demand) has been included in the project’s 
analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the 
projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to 
be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association with 
the proposed project, due to a combination of project-specific and 
regional efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the proposed 
HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of additional vehicles on the road 
as a result of project improvements is anticipated to be relatively 
small.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic.
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Regarding the potential to construct an additional freeway corridor, 
the regional transportation network that is anticipated over the 
next 40 years is identified in the 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP).  The RTP outlines projects for highways, local streets, 
rail and bus services, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  There 
are no plans in the 2050 RTP to construct a new north-south 
freeway between I-5 and I-15.  The land between I-5 and I-15 has 
been mostly developed with uses consistent with local land use 
plans, which also do not identify a new freeway alignment.  The 
focus of the 2050 RTP is to provide a variety of travel choices 
and multimodal facilities by improving the existing transportation 
system.  Please refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” 
for additional information on the multimodal nature of the regional 
transportation system.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
livability and why those effects are not expected to result in a 
substantial adverse overall impact in the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that Caltrans has 
worked with local communities to identify a series of community 
enhancement features.  Based on community enhancements, 
improvement of an existing major facility, and additional efforts 
to avoid and/or minimize project-related impacts as described in 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects,” implementation of 
new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect on 
the quality of life in north coastal San Diego. 
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K.J.Boyd-Wells & G. Wayne Seidel  
11/21/2010 08:03 PM 
Subject:  I-5 Expansion

I am totally against the expansion project for I-5. We have been in our house for over forty 
years! This plan would surely cause our property to be taken! My wife and I are 70 years old - 
where would we go? Why don't you at CALTRANS look for alternatives such as placing a light 
rail down the center of I-5? Also, current estimations are that the toll lane proposed would save 
a whole 3-5 minutes in the journey from Oceanside to La Jolla - wow! So you are planning to 
spend over 5 billion dollars of our tax money (and 10 years of construction) for a 3-5 minute 
gain. Someone must be out of their right mind! It makes no sense!  

thank you
K.J.Boyd-Wells & G. Wayne Seidel  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  To the extent 
practicable, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize direct 
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway.  Because an existing facility is being 
improved, however, avoidance is not always possible.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative. Caltrans engineers are continuing to refine the project 
design and working to minimize the project footprint to avoid 
impacts to properties to the maximum extent possible.  Where a 
parcel is required, every effort would be made to provide the full 
extent of the services and benefits set forth in the federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act, 
as well as by implementing the Caltrans Relocation Assistance 
Program.  Caltrans’ policy is that displaced persons shall not suffer 
unnecessarily as a result of programs designed to benefit the public 
as a whole.  Displaced individuals, families, businesses, farms, 
and non-profit organizations may be eligible for relocation advisory 
services and payments.  If the improvement of I-5 is approved, 
and if you would be relocated as a result, Caltrans relocation staff 
would contact you and guide you through the process.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition 
Valuation,” as well as EIR/EIS Appendix C for additional information 
about relocation assistance.

The I-5 NCC Project is only part of a larger transportation upgrade 
that the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is 
developing for the corridor.  Other upgrades include the significant 
expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis 
Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

Response to K.J. Boyd-Wells & G. Wayne Seidel
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lanes, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, as well 
as upgrades to the existing highway system.  Based on regional 
growth projections, upgrades to all of these modes of travel 
are needed to accommodate future transportation needs.  As 
discussed in Topical Responses “Mass Transit” and “Transportation 
Funding,” however, the planning, operation, and funding of transit 
improvements is beyond the purview of Caltrans.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding the 
range of alternatives, including light rail, screened for the North 
Coast Corridor.

As detailed in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, Total Delay, Congested 
Hours, and Travel Time Per Day, the project is anticipated to 
reduce afternoon travel times by 19 to 22 minutes northbound and 
11 to 18 minutes southbound, relative to the No Build alternative in 
2030 conditions.  Without the project, congested conditions would 
prevail for three and one-half hours northbound and six hours
southbound during a.m. peak hours and for six hours northbound 
and seven hours southbound during p.m. peak hours.  With the 
Preferred Alternative, these overall periods of congestion would 
drop to no hours of congestion for northbound and lower by half 
and hour southbound for a.m. peak travelers, as well as lower by 
five hours for southbound travelers during p.m. peak hours.

01
cont.
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891
Felicia Weinbaum
11/22/2010 08:05 AM  
Subject: Opposition to I-5 Expansion

To Caltrans:  
Adding as many as 100 lanes won’t solve our traffic problem in Southern California. Busier parts 
of LA have far fewer lanes than what Caltrans is proposing. Instead, they have successfully 
implemented alternative transportation means, such as trains along the I-105.  

The egregious issue regarding your proposal is that Caltrans is proposing to overrun the 
wetlands (5 at  Carmel Valley Road, Via de la Valle and Las Flores exits) with more freeway. 
Really? It is time to think out of the box. What about a trolley system to Sorrento Valley and 
UTC, major employment centers in San Diego? We now have Facebook, Hybrids, I-pads….yet 
Caltrans is beating a dead horse with their old way of thinking. California and San Diego 
deserve better than this. Please think out of the box and get out of the 1950’s!! It is 2010 and we 
need new solutions for this and future generations!  

I strongly oppose expanding I-5 because it won’t solve the problem. In fact, adding more lanes 
sends the wrong message to society. Think about it. Think about future generations, what would 
they say? Please consider the economic concept of Marginal Utility. If a child wants 2 scoops of 
ice cream it’s OK, but 25 scoops will make him/her sick. The child wants the 25 scoops, but it 
will make them very sick. We already have 10 scoops worth of freeway, more scoops will make 
us sick and will not solve our transportation problems.  

What about the legality of building more freeway lanes in an environmentally sensitive area 
around the Torrey Pines Reserve and adjoining Wetlands? People come to the greater Del Mar 
area to enjoy the beauty of the beaches, wetlands and the Torrey Pines Reserve. Will they pay 
to come to see these areas when they are spoiled by Caltrans’ inability to think out of the box by 
expanding lanes on a freeway? More lanes will cause environmental damage and will not solve 
the problem, more freeway lanes is a very bad idea. It’s time for innovative solutions that will 
work for this and future generations.  

A Concerned Citizen,  
Felicia Weinbaum, MBA  
12991 Longboat Way
Del Mar CA 92014  
858.755.8080  
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that I-5 NCC 
Project improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 to allow the region to work toward 
complex solutions that take extended time to implement.  The project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The 
proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes, for 
example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing the 
number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more 
reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during 
peak periods.  A number of community enhancement features are 
identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North 
Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects, of the 
EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussions regarding mass transit options.  
All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Based on regional traffic projections, these measures 
are not a substitute for freeway widening in and of themselves. 
Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth.”

Please note that no one answer is appropriate for all segments 
of our State highway system; congested portions of I-5 in Los 

Responses to Felicia Weinbaum



EMAIL  ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-1079

02

01
cont.

Angeles are subject to specific constraints in that area.  The 
proposed changes are projected to be appropriate for this segment 
of I-5.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
regarding the accommodation of projected growth in traffic over 
time and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid 
nature of transportation improvements, which change over time 
and can be iterative.

Regarding potential project-related effects to biological resources, 
including wetlands in the noted areas, these issues are addressed 
in the EIR/EIS under the Biological Environment heading of 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures,
including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22,
Invasive Species.  As described therein, project-related impacts 
to biological resources would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated 
into the project design and an extensive mitigation package for 
unavoidable impacts to wetland (and other) habitats and related 
plant/animal species has been developed through coordination 
efforts with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the 
Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement 
Program, project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that 
since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of the six coastal lagoons and related waterways within 
the project corridor, with important new information provided in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates the results of 
associated technical analyses, including biological assessments, 
hydrologic/hydraulic studies, and Caltrans’ interaction with lagoon 
scientists, intended to maximize the health and function of the 
lagoons, including associated habitats.  Please also refer to the 
Environmental Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, 
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and to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional 
information on potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

As described in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” the 
I-5 NCC Project is one element of the comprehensive regional 
planning process that has been undertaken by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG), with support from other 
transportation agencies noted below, to plan regional growth 
patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system 
that would best address the anticipated growth.  Key products of 
this planning process include the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land 
use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher 
density, and walkable development located near transit.  While the 
planned growth pattern is anticipated to result in increased use 
of transit, and transit improvements are planned for the corridor 
(refer to Topical Response “Mass Transit”), changes that are 
contemplated in land use planning and alternate transportation 
modes will take many years to come to fruition.

The 2050 RTP outlines projects for rail and bus services, highways, 
local streets, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, as well as systems 
and demand management.  Based on regional traffic projections 
(refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth”), all modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 for additional 
information.  These upgrades are anticipated to occur in the 
same time frame as the proposed project.  In particular, California 
Senate Bill 468 requires concurrent completion of rail and highway 
improvements where crossing lagoons, unless phasing would 
result in an environmentally superior outcome.

Specifically regarding the expansion of the trolley system to 
major employment centers in San Diego, and because potential 
modifications to the trolley are within the jurisdiction of other 
agencies, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to 
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SANDAG and the Metropolitan Transit Service (MTS).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard 
to transportation alternatives previously considered for the North 
Coast Corridor, including extension of the trolley system.

As indicated in the response to your Comment 01, your preference 
for the No Build alternative is noted.  To apply the concept of 
“marginal utility” to the proposed project implies that there would 
be a diminished benefit of the proposed freeway expansion and 
related improvements, when in fact, the project would result in a 
number of benefits related to conditions experienced by motorists 
within the project corridor as well as the regional population.  
Anticipated reductions in travel time during peak hours and the 
duration of congestion would be two of the predominant benefits 
of the project.  The proposed project would reduce travel time 
through the corridor by between 2 and 22 minutes.  The proposed 
project would reduce the duration of congestion within the corridor 
by up to five hours.  Reductions in travel time and in the duration 
of congestion would benefit consumers by eliminating the adverse 
impacts on the costs of goods due to increased travel time.  
Reduced congestion and travel times would also translate into 
reductions in criteria pollutant and greenhouse gas emissions over 
that which would occur with the No Build alternative.

Regarding potential project-related impacts to environmentally 
sensitive areas and wetlands in the vicinity of the Torrey Pines 
State Natural Reserve, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 02 above.  Specifically, the associated discussion of 
project avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures would 
also apply to the area around the Torrey Pines Reserve, including 
applicable portions of Los Peñasquitos Lagoon and related 
waterways.

Impacts to parks and recreation were analyzed in Section 3.1.3
of the EIR/EIS.  The project was designed to minimize impacts 
to recreational facilities by reducing the amount of right-of-way 
and limiting the grading footprint within such facilities.  In addition, 
the function of the recreational facilities impacted through sliver 
requirements for right-of-way would remain following construction 
of the project.
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Specifically with regard to Torrey Pines State Natural Reserve, 
the proposed Carmel Valley bicycle connectors, southbound on-
ramp, and enhanced park and ride improvements would occur 
within existing right-of-way.  As stated in Appendix A, Resources 
Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f):

Access would not change…The proposed project is visible 
from the Reserve.  Most of the developed viewpoints 
(see Figure 4 insert) [of Appendix A] are westerly toward 
the Pacific Ocean.  However, views from the park toward 
the proposed project would not be affected since the I-5 
freeway is visible in the existing condition and improvements 
to I-5 associated with the proposed project would not 
substantially alter existing views.  Freeway noise in the 
Reserve is inaudible due to topography and the distance to 
I-5.  Vegetation, wildlife, air quality and water quality would 
remain similar to the existing conditions.  Therefore,… 
proximity of the project would not substantially impair the 
protected activities, features, or attributes of the Reserve.

As described in detail in response to your Comments 01 and 02, 
the proposed project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system (refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System”), allowing 
the region to work toward complex solutions, such as changes in 
land use patterns that take an extended period to implement.
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Katherine Wichmann  
08/24/2010 04:33 PM 
Subject: West Hampton Cove

We live at West Hampton Cove right on the I-5, I Hope none of your walls u are proposing to 
build obstructs any of our views of the ocean. If so you will have a big problem on your hands. 
We paid extra money to have our ocean views here, I also hope you have some serious sound 
barriers during construction and after its done, when you painted the freeway a few weeks ago 
on a late Thurs. night you caused a lot of us to have NO sleep for 4 hours during the middle of 
the night!  Please advise ASAP  

Thanks!  
Katherine Wichmann Zacharias  

Independent Insurance Broker/Financial Rep  
KSWZ Insurance Services Five Rings Financial  
www.twitter.com/TheWic  
http://www.agentquote-sites.com/kswz/  

This email message and any attachments to it are intended only for the named recipients and 
may contain confidential information. If you are not one of the intended recipients, please do not 
duplicate or forward this e-mail message and immediately delete it from your computer.  

08/24/2010 04:56 PM 
Subject  West Hampton Cove views   

Are you doing any sight line tests to see if any of our views will be obstructed? Thank you!  

Katherine Wichmann Zacharias  

Independent Insurance Broker/Financial Rep  
KSWZ Insurance Services Five Rings Financial  
www.twitter.com/TheWic  
http://www.agentquote-sites.com/kswz/  

This email message and any attachments to it are intended only for the named recipients and 
may contain confidential information. If you are not one of the intended recipients, please do not 
duplicate or forward this e-mail message and immediately delete it from your computer.  
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies design 
measures to reduce visual impacts from soundwalls and retaining 
walls, including efforts such as the use of landscaping, articulated 
facades, and earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations). 

Regarding project construction schedules and related potential 
noise concerns (particularly at night), while specific construction 
schedules are not known at this time, some nighttime construction 
would likely occur as indicated in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  
Construction-related noise generation would be intermittent and 
would vary in intensity.  Specifically, the degree of construction 
noise may vary for different areas of the project site, as well as 
with the nature of individual construction activities.  Information 
on noise levels for typical construction activities that can be 
expected in the project area can be found at the following website:

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/noise/handbook/09.htm. 

Section 3.15.4 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of related 
equipment and administrative noise control measures that 
contractors would have to comply with under the discussion of 
Measures to Minimize Construction Noise, as outlined below:

Equipment Noise Control

•	 Ensure that all equipment items have manufacturers’ 
recommended noise-abatement measures, such as 
mufflers, engine enclosures, and engine vibration isolators 
intact and operational.  All construction equipment would 
be inspected at periodic intervals to ensure proper 
maintenance and presence of noise control devices.

•	 Turn off idling equipment.

Responses to Katherine Wichmann
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Administrative Measures

•	 Implement a construction noise-monitoring program to limit 
impacts.

•	 Plan noisier operations during times least sensitive to noise 
receptors.

•	 Plan rests between construction activities so that noisy 
activities are followed by more quiet activities.

•	 Keep noise levels relatively uniform and minimize impulsive 
noises.

•	 Maintain good public relations with the community to 
minimize objections to the unavoidable construction 
impacts.  Provide frequent activity updates of all construction 
activities.

With respect to long-term project-related noise levels, and as 
described in Section 3.15, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 
67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations, including S680 in 
the vicinity of the West Hampton Cove development (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 and 35, and Section 3.15).  The 
use of such noise abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Soundwall S680 would not be “reasonable” 
to construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for 
right-of-way is assumed to be $636,703 for this wall, and when 
added to the construction cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” 
allowance. If the estimated construction cost could not be reduced 
to less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction 
of S680 would not be recommended. Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.
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03 Regarding the completion of “sight line tests” for Soundwall 
S680, and as noted above in the response to your Comment 02, 
Soundwall S680 may or may not be recommended for construction 
in the subject area; the preliminary design calls for the wall to be 
between 8 and 16 feet tall (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.23 and
3.15.24).  Please also refer to the response to your Comment 01 
above for additional information on potential measures, including 
transparent materials, to address visual concerns related to 
soundwalls.
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900
Claudia Wilson
11/21/2010 09:25 PM  
Subject: Widening of the 5 freeway through North County  

To Whom it May Concern:  
My husband and I have been residents of Solana Beach since 1989 and North County residents 
since 1979.  We are vehemently opposed to the idea that the State of California would slash 
through the neighborhoods of San Diego County to "enable" people to keep barreling their way 
through San Diego county one person/one car at a time.  It has to stop somewhere.  The noise 
is already deafening where we live just East of Freeway 5 off of Lomas Santa Fe.  The 
interchange at Lomas Santa Fe was just completed and I feel it is at a maximum for our area.   

If you have so much time and money to spend, please spend it on public transportation.  We all 
need to adjust our lifestyles and nothing will change until we have to.  If the traffic is too 
much...move closer to work, travel at different hours, take public transportation, work from 
home, etc. I do all of those things.  I work from home sometimes, I travel at "off" hours and I use 
the train/Coaster to get downtown.  We do NOT want: MORE CONCRETE, MORE NOISE, 
MORE EXHAUST, MORE WALLS, MORE ENVIRONMENTAL WASTE.  

I suggest you take OUT 2 lanes and put in a fantastic mass transit system.  
Please listen to the people to live here and not to those who want you to spend all of our money 
on buying their products (i.e. cement) or paying their contractors.  
THANK YOU FOR LISTENING.  

Claudia & Steve Wilson
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Specific 
responses to your individual comments are provided below.

It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize direct impacts 
to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway wherever practicable; however, 
avoidance is not always possible when an existing facility is being 
improved.  As described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of 
the EIR/EIS, the proposed project has been designed to minimize 
impacts to existing neighborhoods while still meeting project 
objectives by taking reduced amounts of additional right-of-way 
and limiting the grading footprint.  As such, the number of property 
acquisitions and relocations resulting from the project would 
be minimized to the extent practicable through design efforts.  
Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative. 

I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to address existing 
traffic congestion and accommodate projected traffic increases 
through 2050.  The Preferred Alternative would add two High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes in each direction.  The 
proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  No general 
purpose lanes are included in the Preferred Alternative.

Responses to Claudia Wilson
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02 Regarding general project-related noise concerns in the I-5 
corridor, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations.  For noise concerns in the noted area (east of I-5 near 
Lomas Santa Fe Drive), please refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 23 and 25.  While a specific property address was 
not provided in this comment, the two referenced figures depict 
two recommended soundwalls east of I-5 in the vicinity of Lomas 
Santa Fe Drive, including S614 and S622 (Option 2).  The use of 
the proposed noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce 
traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.

In regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for the upgrade of the State highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of 
driver need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those 
highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian/trail system are also being pursued by 
the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North Coast 
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Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

While the alternatives to infrastructure improvements suggested in 
this comment are valid regarding personal changes that freeway 
users can make, Caltrans has no authority to independently 
require or authorize social programs (i.e., lifestyle changes) that 
potentially could affect traffic patterns.  With regard to options such 
as working from home (telecommuting), both the 2030 and 2050 
San Diego Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTPs) estimate that teleworking is used by 
only five percent of the work force.  The 2050 RTP states:

In our region’s efforts to identify cost-effective strategies 
for reducing peak period congestion and the associated 
greenhouse gas emissions, telework rises to the top. 
However, telework is a solution that currently lacks a 
dedicated program.  To promote it, iCommute proposes 
to launch a regionwide telework program that includes 
incentives and technical assistance to support employers 
with developing telework policies and programs.

Although the value of taking these workers off the road or providing 
alternative work schedules so that less commuters are on the 
roads during peak commute periods is understood, requiring 
other employers to implement similar telework or flexible work 
schedule programs is beyond Caltrans’ ability.  Citizen support 
of the iCommute program would help improve telecommute 
percentages, with corresponding reductions in congestion.  Until 
the percentage of individuals participating is much higher than five 
percent, however, ongoing transportation upgrades will be needed.

With respect to potential project-related noise increases, please 
refer to the responses to your Comment 02 above.

With respect to air quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result 
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in related improvements to air quality compared with existing 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for 
additional information on project-related air quality effects.

While the proposed improvements would increase the paved area 
and number of walls along the I-5 corridor, in many instances 
project soundwalls or retaining walls would be located only on one 
side of I-5.  In addition, changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused 
and linear in nature, and views shift as the viewer moves along 
the highway.  Views along the project corridor would continue to 
be a mix of open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, 
and views that are blocked by development or changed due to 
implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, these views 
would be similar to the existing view conditions.   Section 3.7, 
Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of measures 
to address potential visual concerns associated with soundwalls 
and retaining walls.  Specifically, as depicted on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 3-7.125 through 3-7.134, this may include such efforts 
as the use of landscaping; planting buffers and pockets; as well 
as architectural features such as pilasters and caps, enhanced 
surface materials, and integral colors that would provide relief 
from monolithic appearance and reduce the apparent scale of 
the retaining wall.  For more information regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

If your comment referring to environmental waste is regarding 
hazardous wastes, such issues are addressed in Section 3.18 
of the EIR/EIS, which identifies hazards to wetlands/waters from 
potentially hazardous debris generated during project activities 
including bridge demolition and construction.  The related 
discussion of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures 
includes these requirements: (1) all debris from the replacement of 
old bridges or construction of new bridges would be contained so 
that it does not fall into rivers and lagoons; and (2) appropriate best
management practices (BMPs) would be used to control erosion 
and sedimentation.  The description of Caltrans-approved BMPs 
related to construction is provided in Section 6.0 of the project’s  
Water Quality Report (refer to Table 6.6, Construction Site BMPs 
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for Typical Highway Construction Activities) and Section III of the 
August 2013 Water Quality Technical Memorandum, with a number 
of these measures also called out as avoidance, minimization, 
and/or mitigation measures in Section 3.10 of the EIR/EIS.

Regarding your suggestion to remove two existing general purpose 
lanes for mass transit, this alternative would not provide adequate 
freeway capacity to meet projected future travel demands on the 
I-5 North Coast Corridor.  Please refer to the response to your 
Comment 03 above regarding the implementation of a mass transit 
system within the corridor.

Please refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format,” as well as 
Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which 
details the extensive I-5 outreach program completed for the project.  
Please also see Topical Responses “Multimodal Systems,” “Mass 
Transit,” and “Corridor Alternatives” for information regarding the 
types of transportation scenarios evaluated and the types of public 
input received.

The proposed transportation upgrades in the North Coast 
Corridor are the result of agency review of existing and proposed 
congestion and are not the result of input by cement contractors or 
other such outside parties.  All users of I-5 are expected to benefit 
from the reduced congestion and opportunity for more certainty 
in travel times.  While it is true that construction of the proposed 
improvements would create temporary jobs in the region, creation 
of jobs to benefit local contractors is not the project’s purpose.
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738
Steve Wilson    
Wednesday, August 25, 2010 8:09 AM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Hello, I went to the meeting in Solana Beach last night and read the Sandag July 23 2010 
memo. I notice that in the 2050 unconstrained transportation plan you have left out the Big 
Question. How do you get to the Airport in San Diego? They got it done in San Francisco! I 
should be able to go to the Solana Beach train station and get to my plane on public 
transportation.  

01

Thank you for your comments regarding alternative transportation 
modes to serve the airport.  Your comments are noted and have 
been included as part of the public record. Please note that the 
I-5 NCC Project EIR/EIS addresses proposed improvements to 
I-5, which provides convenient access to the airport.  Comments 
regarding potential mass transit routes would be better addressed 
to the San Diego Association of Governments, which is responsible 
for planning the region’s mass transit system; as well as North 
County Transit District, which has authority over the Coaster.  

Response to Steve Wilson
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901
Diane Wintriss
11/21/2010 08:14 PM 
Subject: Citizen comment on CalsTrans Draft Environmental Impact Report proposed I-5 
widening project 

Dear Shay Lynn Harrison,  
I have a few questions about CalTrans' Environmental impact report proposedI-5 widening 
project.
Have mass transit alternatives been considered instead of the proposed large expansion of I-5.  
If so, what are they?  

Are local residents and visitors to San Diego County being educated about current and future 
mass transit options available in the I-5 area Oceanside to La Jolla?  

How will the proposed expansion plans of I-5 help the State of California meet it's greenhouse 
gas emissions goals as directed by California bill AB32?  

While in the planning stages, were citizens asked for their input into the CalTrans proposed 
changes to I-5?  

Sincerely,
Diane Wintriss  
3707 Ruette de Ville  
San Diego, CA 92130

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
With regard to mass transit alternatives, please note that the I-5
NCC Project is only one part of a larger transportation upgrade 
that the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is 
developing for the corridor. Other elements include significant 
expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis 
Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
lanes, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, as well 
as upgrades to the existing highway system.  Based on regional 
growth projections, upgrades to all of these modes of travel are 
needed to accommodate future transportation needs.  Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” 
regarding the regional transportation planning process and 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding the range of 
alternatives screened for the North Coast Corridor.

Responses to Diane Wintriss

Regarding the education of local residents and visitors about 
current and future mass transit options, programs or mitigation 
considered in an EIR must be practicable for the Lead Agency to 
implement.  Caltrans is a State agency specifically formed for the 
purpose of addressing transportation needs and has no authority to 
independently require or authorize activities related to education.  

With respect to project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) generation 
and California Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32 compliance, these issues 
are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change.  This 
section provides an analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, 
including a quantified evaluation of associated potential impacts 
from the project build alternatives.  As discussed therein, the project 
build alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout carbon dioxide 
(CO2) emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per 
day compared with the No Build alternative (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Table 4.2).  It should also be noted that SANDAG’s 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the project, along with other 
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multimodal solutions, and forecasts a countywide reduction in GHG 
emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by CA AB 32 and 
California Senate Bill 375.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Climate Change” for additional information on GHG and related 
climate change issues.

As discussed in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
there has been continual coordination with the public throughout 
the environmental process to help determine areas of concern, 
the scope of environmental documentation, the level of analysis, 
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and related environmental 
requirements.  There have been many opportunities for public 
comment and input, including local outreach that occurred over 
several years.  Outreach efforts to solicit input from the public and 
critical resource agencies started early in the process.  Specifically, 
in early 2004, preliminary scoping meetings were held in the Cities 
of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Oceanside, San Diego, and Solana Beach 
before circulating the Notice of Preparation of an EIR and Notice of 
Intent regarding the EIS.  Two separate newsletters were sent and 
made available to addresses within one mile (east or west) of I-5 
between the northern and southern ends of the project.  Also since 
2004, and in an effort to update interested parties and the public 
as a whole on the project status, Caltrans staff have attended 
meetings, conducted surveys, and presented handouts and mailers.  
Presentations have been made to local communities and planning 
groups, homeowners associations, chambers of commerce, city 
councils, and local politician-sponsored meetings.  The Draft EIR/
EIS was circulated for an extended public review period, between 
July 8, 2010 and November 22, 2010, during which public meetings 
were held in each of the cities along the corridor.  Input from all 
of these efforts has been considered in the project planning and 
design process.  For example, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be 
the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System” and Chapter 5, Comments 
and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS regarding planning outreach for 
the overall regional transportation planning effort.
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987
Fred Wise 
Tuesday, November 09, 2010 11:36 AM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Question: I agree we need to deal with congestion on I-5. We are overdue on a solution. Nose is 
the primary concern for us, west of I-5 in Encinitas. Noise is already too much, please consider 
mitigation via sound walls near parks and houses as a top priority. Mass transit must be part of 
the solution.  

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding traffic congestion, project-related noise concerns in 
the City of Encinitas, and the potential use of mass transit.  The 
project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  Improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  

For noise, while project-related noise increases would vary by 
location, the majority of these increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions, 
as discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  Changes of three 
dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  The project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations, including the City of Encinitas (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 through 40, and
Section 3.15.4). As depicted therein, this includes several 
soundwalls associated with residential areas.  The use of such 
noise-abatement facilities has been shown to reduce traffic-
generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 

Responses to Fred Wise
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to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussions regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to mass transit.

01
cont.
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879
Mark Wisniewski  
09/23/2010 05:20 PM  
Subject:  I-5 Project

Where can copies of the documents and plans be reviewed. 

Mark Wisniewski  

01 Thank you for your comments.  With respect to your question 
regarding the availability of the project documents and plans, the 
associated reports were available in area libraries, on the Caltrans 
website, and on www.keepsandiegomoving.com through 2013.

Response to Mark Wisniewski



EMAIL  ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-1097

01

964
Theresa Worth 
11/12/2010 03:38 PM   
Subject: Freeway Disaster  

I think this expansion is aweful and will turn S.Cal into an L.A. eyesore encouraging more traffic 
at a time when government is implementing laws that encourage working closer to home or at 
home. The travel delays and costs will add further to bankrupting the state with cost overruns. 
The entire feel and beauty of the county will be destroyed. And we all know carpools don’t work. 
This will never be completed for lack of funds because there will never be enough $. 

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take an extended period to implement.  The proposed use 
of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride 
by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
Additionally, the potential for the project to result in increased traffic, 
referred to as induced or latent demand, has been included in the 
project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the 
projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to 
be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association with 
the proposed project, due to a combination of project-specific and 
regional efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the proposed 
HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of additional vehicles on the 
road is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.

Response to Theresa Worth
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With regard to spending money for project improvements, upgrades 
to this segment of the National Strategic Highway Network are 
important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major 
interstate, the project also would benefit the regional economy 
through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock on this major 
shipping and general transportation route.  Federal, State, and local 
funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and 
monies are being tracked.  For instance, please reference tracking 
of TransNet monies, transportation funding provided by a half-cent 
regional sales tax approved by voters, at www.sandag.org.  The 
TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee was formed 
to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure of funds.  
More information about this committee is available at http://www.
sandag.org/index.asp?committeeid=75&fuseaction=committees.
detail and more information about the San Diego Association of 
Governments  is available at www.sandag.org.

The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes is intended to provide 
incentive for I-5 users to carpool, and to establish a reliable 
option for carpoolers to reach their destination in a timely manner.  
Specifically, HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an 
important commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in 
EIR/EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional highway 
capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to 
the environment and surrounding communities.  Within the project 
corridor, for example, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak 
period vehicles are HOVs, with this figure anticipated to increase to 
roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, while approximately 60 percent
of vehicles within the project limits during weekend peak periods 
are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).

Also please note that Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) may 
also be able to use the project HOV/Managed Lanes. The project 
is planned to be operated such that excess capacity in the HOV/
Managed Lanes would be sold to SOVs, allowing SOVs to use the 
lanes for all build alternatives. The Value Pricing program would 
entail the implementation of tolls to these SOV users.

01
cont.
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1010
Kenneth Yaros
Saturday, August 21, 2010 3:59 PM 
Subject:

Sincerely yours,  
Kenneth A. Yaros

No comment was submitted and no response is provided.

Response to Kenneth Yaros

01
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981
David Yoshihara 
11/10/2010 11:17 AM 
Subject: REGION: SANDAG is 'pinnacle of power' on I-5 decision  

Good Afternoon,  

I was advised that comments can be sent to this email address regarding the I-5 expansion 
project in San Diego.  I must say that I am disappointed in seeing that the state's solution to 
traffic congestion is to build more lanes to accommodate our increasing appetite to choke 
ourselves on our nation's freeways.  

In every crisis, there is opportunity.  With the billions of dollars that are proposed to expand I-5, 
it would seem that better long-term solutions exist to connect major metropolitan areas in a way 
that can shift behavior and thinking.  Whether that is an SDART (San Diego Area Rapid Transit) 
system that runs parallel to our freeways moving people to various hubs or other modes of 
mass transit.  It would seem, 125 years after the advent of the automobile, our best solution to 
transport people is across bigger, fatter, and slower freeway systems.  What for?  To help the 
automobile industry support more cars per household, the fuel industry charge more per barrel 
of oil, or the advertisement industry put more billboards for us to look at while we sit in traffic?  

The answer to our gluttony is not to promulgate it, but to teach us that less is better.  We need 
to be thinking about a transportation system that our children can be proud of.  That is a legacy I 
worth leaving.

Respectfully,
David Citizen of Solana Beach  

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

The project is designed to lower travel times through reductions 
in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  Improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system 
and to allow the region to work toward complex solutions such as 
changes in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  
The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes, 
for example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.

A comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best manage the anticipated 
growth.  The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
plans for the region to trend toward more transportation options, 
with more compact, higher density, and walkable development 
located near transit.  The changes that are contemplated in land 
use planning and alternate transportation modes can, however, 
take extended time to implement.  As part of regional planning, 
this project has included an extensive review of potential solutions.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for 
design and system alternatives that were reviewed during the 
initial evaluation of potential solutions to congestion within the 
North Coast Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding public transportation, including rail 
and other mass transit options.

Responses to David Yoshihara
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Regarding project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for upgrade of the State highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of 
driver need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those 
highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian/trail system are also being pursued by 
the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North Coast 
Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

With regard to education (i.e., “shift behavior and thinking” and 
“teach us that less is better”), programs or mitigation considered 
in an EIR must be practicable for the Lead Agency to implement.  
Caltrans is a state agency specifically formed for the purpose of 
addressing State highway system needs and has no authority to 
independently require or authorize activities related to education.  
This comment would be better addressed to the State Legislature.

The proposed transportation upgrades (both rail and highway) in 
the North Coast Corridor are the result of agency review of existing 
and proposed congestion and are not the result of input by the 
automobile, fuel, or advertisement industries.  All users of I-5 are 
expected to benefit from the reduced congestion and opportunity 
for more certainty in travel times.
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429
Linda Ynda
7/9/10 9:10 AM 
Subject: I-5 Corridor Question from KSDM.com

Subscribe to I-5 newsletter: on 
Question: Our home is located at the intersection of Poinsettia and the 5 freeway. It is within 3 
homes from the retaining wall/noise wall. Will our home be effected and will a new noise wall be 
installed. The address is 808 Sandbar Way, Carlsbad, Ca. 92011 

01
Thank you for your comments regarding potential soundwall 
installation and property effects in the area east of I-5 and north 
of Poinsettia Lane in the City of Carlsbad (808 Sandbar Way).  
With respect to soundwall status, and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, a proposed soundwall (S750) is identified 
in the subject area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
43 and 44).  As indicated in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.29, S750 would 
consist of a 16-foot high soundwall at 808 Sandbar Way (noise 
receptor R14.13), with this structure determined to be “feasible” 
under applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and 
Caltrans guidelines.  While S750 was subsequently concluded 
not to be “reasonable” under FHWA and Caltrans criteria due to 
the estimated cost exceeding the “reasonable” cost allowance, 
it is preliminarily recommended for construction to provide noise 
abatement at a number of “severely impacted” noise receptors 
(refer to Table 3.15.30 and Section 3.15.4).

Regarding effects to your property, based on review of Google 
Maps, it currently is not anticipated that your property would 
be subject to acquisition for project improvements.  Refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 and 44.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” with respect 
to potential visual and community effects associated with the 
recommended noise wall.

Response to Linda Ynda
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953
Karen Young 
Wednesday, November 17, 2010 1:22 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Question: I am opposed to multi lane additions to the freeway one mile from my house and two 
other properties I own. I'd much prefer increasing taxes on gasoline which will automatically 
reduce the amount of traffic on the freeway as was evidenced the summer gas was over $4 a 
gallon. Then spend the tax revenue on public transportation.  

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  As the 
transportation agency responsible for construction and operation of 
State highways, revenue generation through taxation is beyond the 
purview of Caltrans.  Caltrans’ responsibility is to use transportation 
monies provided for the upgrade of the State highway system 
in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of driver 
need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those highway 
facilities.  Your comments would be better addressed to the State 
Legislature and Governor’s Office.

Response to Karen Young
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1006
Ronette Youmans 
08/13/2010 09:31 PM   
Subject: Re: expansion of I-5

I would like to see how much closer to Orpheus Ave the freeway will then be.  I live at 607 
Orpheus.  The air and noise pollution concern me.  I would rather see the extension of the 
trolley system from San Diego NORTH or bicycle paths along coast highway/rail tracks than the 
extension of the freeway.

Sincerely,
Ronette Youmans
607 Orpheus Ave
Encinitas 92024  
760.942.0614  

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Regarding project improvements near Orpheus Avenue, 
the relative distance between the project footprint and Orpheus 
Avenue generally would not change.  Draft EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.14v and 2-2.14w show proposed improvements for the 10+4 
Buffer alternative (with this area also depicted on Final EIR/EIS 
Figure 2.2-3, Sheets 36 through 40, for the refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative).  As can be seen, the existing right-of-way boundary 
would generally be maintained along the project site near Orpheus 
Avenue.  

Regarding project-related air and noise concerns, these issues are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality, and 3.15 Noise.
For air quality, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on potential project-related 
air quality considerations.

With respect to noise, the project would address existing and future 
noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels 
(dBA) or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans criteria.  Accordingly, based 
on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1
of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations, including S689 in the 
vicinity of the subject property (607 Orpheus Avenue, refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2.2-3, Sheets 36 through 40).  Although this 
soundwall is currently proposed, it ultimately may not be included in 
the project for the reasons discussed below.  While Soundwall S689

Response to Ronette Youmans
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was determined to be “feasible” under the noted FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines for some (but not all) of the associated noise receptors, 
it was assessed as not “reasonable” because the estimated 
construction cost exceeds the “reasonable” allowance.  A number 
of the noise receptors associated with S689 would be “severely 
impacted” (exhibiting a noise level at or above 75 dBA) under 
projected future conditions (with the project and no soundwall), 
however, with noise abatement required to be considered for such 
noise receptors.  Because constructing the entire length of S689 
has the potential to impact views, individual abatement for the 
“severely impacted” residences would be proposed if agreements 
can be reached with the associated property owners (i.e., rather
than constructing the entire soundwall).  If such agreements 
cannot be reached, the entire length of Soundwall S689 would 
be preliminarily recommended for construction (refer to EIR/EIS 
Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).  Even if the entire length of S689 
were constructed, however, it would not be expected to provide a 
perceptible noise-abatement benefit at the subject property, due 
to the intervening distance (approximately 900 feet per review of 
Google Maps) and the presence of existing structures that provide 
noise shielding.  For these same reasons, however, as well as 
the presence of intervening topographic features that disrupt the 
line-of-sight to the freeway, existing and future noise levels at the 
subject property are not expected to exceed the noted FHWA 
and Caltrans guidelines.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

Regarding the alternative transportation modes addressed in your 
comment, please note that I-5 NCC Project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
to allow the region to work toward complex solutions that take an 
extended period to implement.  The project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been actively involved in 
this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 

01
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routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvements in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Based on regional traffic projections, these measures 
are not a substitute for freeway widening in and of themselves 
(refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth”).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for design and system 
alternatives screened for the North Coast Corridor during early 
evaluation of transportation issues in this area, including light rail, 
or trolley.

Please note that subsequent to the circulation of the Draft EIR/
EIS, Caltrans engineers worked with the cities crossed by I-5 
within the North Coast Corridor to design the I-5 North Coast Bike 
Trail Concept, which would link existing bike lanes with new lanes 
stretching for the entire 27-mile length of the I-5 improvements.  This 
lengthy route should encourage longer distance travel via bicycles.  
A number of community enhancement features in addition to the 
I-5 North Coast Bike Trail are identified within the project corridor 
(refer to Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these 
features would create and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian 
or bicycle corridors, connections between pedestrian/bicycle 
routes and public transit centers, and park and ride facilities.

01
cont.
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01

913
Steve/Irene Young
11/21/2010 09:24 AM  
Subject: Cal Trans expansion of I-5 along North County San Diego  

Expanding the width of I-5  along the coast in north county San Diego is criminal. A lot is made 
in the name of "Environmental Impact" but in reality the term is used for convenience and to do 
what "big business and big government wants"  Since I-5 has been expanded, the noise level 
has increased tremendously.  I don't know the numbers regarding "decibels" but it is much more 
than it used to be.  We have one of the most beautiful coastlines in the world and you want to 
pollute it with noise and concrete.  It is a sin and a disgrace. You are wanting to bring more 
business to San Diego but at the expense of the residents who reside in the area along the 
coast.  As one official with Cal Trans once said to me.  
"Expanding the freeway system is like feeding a hungry baby. It will never be expanded and 
satisfied enough"  

Steve & Irene Young  

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  As 
discussed in EIR/EIS Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
there has been continual coordination with the public throughout 
the environmental process to help determine areas of concern, 
the scope of environmental documentation, the level of analysis, 
potential impacts, mitigation measures, and related environmental 
requirements.  The environmental review process is designed 
to provide full disclosure to both the public and governmental 
decision makers regarding potential significant environmental 
effects of a proposed project.  Additionally, there have been many 
opportunities for public comment and input, including local outreach 
that occurred over several years.  Outreach efforts to solicit input 
from the public and critical resource agencies started early in the 
process.  Specifically, in early 2004, preliminary scoping meetings 
were held in the Cities of Carlsbad, Encinitas, Oceanside, San 
Diego, and Solana Beach before circulating the Notice of 
Preparation of an EIR and Notice of Intent regarding the EIS.  Two 
separate newsletters were sent and made available to addresses 
within one mile (east or west) of I-5 between the northern and 
southern ends of the project.  Also since 2004, and in an effort to 
update interested parties and the public as a whole on the project 
status, Caltrans staff have attended meetings, conducted surveys, 
and presented handouts and mailers.  Presentations have been 
made to local communities and planning groups, homeowners 
associations, chambers of commerce, city councils, and local 
politician-sponsored meetings.  The Draft EIR/EIS was circulated 
for an extended public review period, between July 8, 2010 and 
November 22, 2010, during which public meetings were held in 
each of the cities along the corridor.  Input from all of these efforts 
has been considered in the project planning and design process.

The Draft EIR/EIS fulfills requirements of both the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and follows the format approved by the State, 

Response to Steve/Irene Young
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as presented on the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference.  
A Supplemental EIR/EIS was also circulated in August 2012, 
which provided newly available information on potential effects 
to lagoons, as well as the clarification of issues related to latent 
traffic demand, sea level rise, water quality, and common design 
features and community enhancements proposed by the project.  
Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Where important new 
information and analyses related to the Preferred Alternative, 
refinements to the community enhancement projects, and lagoon 
studies potentially could have supported recirculation, such review 
was accomplished in the focused Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and 
is now incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  The Draft EIR/EIS and 
Final EIR/EIS were reviewed and approved for circulation following 
legal review for adequacy.

Regarding project-related noise concerns, and as described in 
Section 3.15, Noise, while project-related noise level increases 
would vary by location, the majority of these increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA or 
greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration and Caltrans Guidelines.  Accordingly, based on 
noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise-abatement measures as required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1),
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2.2-3, Sheets 
1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K,

01
cont.
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and Section 3.15).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities has 
been shown to reduce traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

While the proposed improvements would increase the paved area 
and number of walls along the I-5 corridor, in many instances 
project soundwalls or retaining walls would be located only on one 
side of I-5.  In addition, changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused 
and linear in nature, and views shift as the viewer moves along 
the highway.  Views along the project corridor would continue to 
be a mix of open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, 
and views that are blocked by development or changed due to 
implementation of project landscaping.  Overall, these views 
would be similar to the existing view conditions.   View impacts 
from the project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would 
be avoided or minimized as a matter of project design.  These 
resources are typically most visible across or below the corridor’s 
large lagoon and river bridges, and these views would be 
maintained.  Some soundwalls (or sections of soundwalls) have 
not been recommended in part because of impacts to coastal 
views.  Where soundwalls would be recommended between 
viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, there is a potential 
for transparent barriers, so that views would not be obstructed.  
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number 
of measures to address potential visual concerns associated with 
soundwalls and retaining walls.  Specifically, as depicted on Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.125 through 3-7.134, this may include such 
efforts as the use of landscaping; planting buffers, and pockets; 
as well as architectural features such as pilasters and caps, 
enhanced surface materials, and integral colors that would provide 
relief from monolithic appearance and reduce the apparent scale 
of the retaining wall.  For more information regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

The proposed improvements are anticipated to improve and make 
more time-certain local resident commute times as well as those 
of through travelers.  In fact, the focus of the project—to make 

01
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commute times during peak hours more time-certain—would 
benefit residents who often must commute during peak hours.

With regard to the potential need for ongoing freeway improvements, 
the proposed project would increase the capacity of this portion 
of I-5 to relieve both existing and reasonably anticipated future 
congestion, through the design year of 2050, as part of a multimodal 
system.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
for additional discussion.

01
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01

986
Karsten Zengler 
Wednesday, November 10, 2010 8:02 AM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor

Question: As the majority of people in North County I am opposed to the I-5 widening for all the 
obvious reasons. I hope you will re-consider the project in favor of extending mass 
transportation. I would be a shame if San Diego sticks with the past (freeway extension after 
extension) while other cities making steps into the future! Also, think how a picture of a 12-14 
lane freeway will look on your web side...  

01
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Regarding 
mass transit, please note that the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including 
rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency; (refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth”).  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussions regarding ongoing plans and improvements to mass 
transit.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Response to Karsten Zengler



EMAIL  ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-1112

01

830
Mehdi Zomorrodian
Thursday, October 07, 2010 12:37 PM 
Subject: Question inquiring about I-5 Corridor 

Question: I am in support of your projects in San Diego County specially I would like to 
encorage you for the good job you are doing and supporting the I-5 and SR 76 Projects.  01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Your support for the proposed project is noted.  

Response to Mehdi Zomorrodian



EMAIL  ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.2-1113

01

867
Carol Zukowski   
09/25/2010 11:48 PM  
Subject:  I-5 new lanes  

I have a suggestion, we need to add 4 REGULAR lanes to I-5.  We do not need or want 
managed or toll lanes, which are mostly empty all the time because we already pay road taxes 
and do not want to pay even more.  Open ALL the lanes to ALL.....A regular lane  
accommodates far more vehicles than any managed or toll lane.  Expand the lanes and open 
them to all with NO TOLL. We need efficient gridlock relief.  We pay the bills, please listen...  

Carol Zukowski,  
Oceanside

11/20/2010 11:58 PM  
Subject:

So, I feel that I must once again petition to go right ahead and do the thing that is right, and that 
is, create 6 more lanes for our huge amount of traffic on the I-5, to free things up for all the 
citizens of S. D. Co. and beyond.  Make the lanes open to all. Paid lanes and carpool lanes do 
not work...... I was recently in the state of Fla., and guess what, there was no congested traffic 
on any of the roads that I traveled, to my amazement.  We drove from West Palm Beach down 
to Del Ray Beach and Lauderdale, no traffic, roads half used. What a concept to have roads 
wide enough to control the traffic.  Mass transit is used poorly. We want our freeway open. 
OPEN ALL EXTRA 6 LANES TO EVERYONE AND THERE WILL BE NO MORE GRIDLOCK. 
No exceptions, no carpool lanes, no toll lanes, NO ONE USES THEM!!!!!

Carol Zukowski  

11/13/2010 12:02 AM 
Subject: I-5 freeway expansion  

To Whom It May Concern and Those In Charge:  
As a very concerned citizen from Oceanside, I feel I must log in my thoughts on the proposed 5 
freeway expansion from La Jolla to Oceanside..  I truly believe it is essential and absolutely 
critical that all 6 lanes be added to improve the congestion that has been upon us and is upon 
us.  Now, I must also say that toll lanes and carpool lanes have never worked, they are empty 
most of the time, so the apparent answer is to open all lanes to the driving public and free us to 
proceed to our destination. Open your eyes to the non-use of toll lanes, and even carpool 
lanes!!!  In addition, the CA public is not much interested in mass transportation.  It does not fit 
our needs. So please, do all 6 lanes and open them to all on the road. I strongly urge you to 
heed this advice sent by me and also felt by the general public.  
It is also important that the citizens of CA. make known to Sacramento that our state cannot 
accommodate everyone, as we are overcrowded now.  In addition, our beautiful State of CA. 
cannot continue to allow the many illegal immigrants here and the federal government needs to 
be inundated to this effect. This, of course, adds to the traffic on all our roads and the I-5. BUILD 
6 LANES OPEN TO ALL!!! ASAP....  

Carol Zukowski  
5081 Caspian Dr.,
Oceanside, CA. 92057  
760-639-5395

01

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of the 
public record.  Regarding your preference for additional general 
purpose lanes and no carpool/managed or toll lanes, please 
note that additional general purpose lanes do not provide the 
certainty in travel time that can be attained with High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, which are monitored for flow, and 
which individual-occupant cars can also use upon payment of an 
identified fee.  Alternatives proposing only general purpose lanes 
without HOV/Managed Lanes did not answer projected needs as 
well as those with the HOV/Managed Lanes (see Section 2.6.1
of the Final EIR/EIS).  Similarly, build alternatives proposing an 
additional general purpose lane in addition to the HOV/Managed 
Lanes have not been assessed as providing substantially greater 
benefit than the  refined 8+4 Buffer alternative, which was identified 
following  circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  

The only through lanes proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative 
are HOV/Managed Lanes.  As described in detail in EIR/EIS 
Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, the provision of such lanes has 
been found to be an effective means of managing travel demand 
and encouraging use of other travel modes in response to changing 
traffic and roadway conditions.  Within the project corridor, 
approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are 
HOVs, with this figure anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 
20 percent in 2030, while approximately 60 percent of vehicles 
within the project limits during weekend peak periods are HOVs 
(refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).  Allowing 
HOVs free access to the lanes encourages ridesharing, thus 
carrying more people in fewer vehicles.  Value pricing, which would 
be implemented for the proposed managed lanes, allows Single 

Response to Carol Zukowski
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Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to pay to use the HOV/Managed 
Lanes when extra capacity exists, and provides for monitoring of 
lanes to ensure that all user groups experience less congestion 
than the general purpose lanes.  The availability of these lanes 
helps to manage congestion on all highway lanes, by removing 
some vehicles from the general-purpose lanes. 

Caltrans is a State agency specifically formed for the purpose of 
addressing State highway system needs and has no authority to 
independently require or authorize activities related to population 
control or immigration law.  Such comments would be better 
addressed to State and federal legislators, respectively.

01
cont.
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COMMENTS ─ ENCINITAS HEARING (July 27, 2010)

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the public meeting 
format and public education, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  The open meeting format has been adopted 
by Caltrans to provide better opportunities for public input than 
traditional “town hall” style meetings with formal presentations.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format.”  With 
regard to education, programs or mitigation considered in an 
environmental document must be possible for the Lead Agency to 
implement.  Caltrans is a State agency specifically formed for the 
purpose of addressing State highway system needs, and has no 
authority to independently require or authorize activities related to 
education.

Anonymous Commenter #1



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-2

01

01

Thank you for your positive comments regarding the public 
meeting.  They are included as part of the public record.  

Anonymous Commenter #2
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Responses to Carol Ball

01

02

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments.  Your preference for the No 
Build alternative has been included as part of the public record.  
Adequate funding for the project consistent with planned phasing 
has been identified and would not be required from the State’s 
general fund.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for 
information regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the 
proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the 
anticipated less than substantial nature of project effects as the 
viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS 

03
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cont.

as the Preferred Alternative.  Consistent with your comment, the 
Preferred Alternative would not have solid barriers, but would 
separate HOV/Managed Lanes from general purpose lanes 
with painted buffers.  HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to 
provide an important commuting option, encourage ridesharing 
and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional 
highway capacity in a constrained corridor while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  Within 
the project corridor approximately 13 percent of weekday peak 
period vehicles are HOVs, a figure anticipated to increase to 
roughly 10 to 20 percent by 2030, while approximately 60 percent 
of vehicles within the project limits during weekend peak periods 
are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).
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Response to John Ball

01

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of rail 
transit in concert with the proposed project.  Please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for 
the overall system to work at peak efficiency. Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort, but 
is responsible for implementing only the highway improvement 
portion of the plan.  Please refer to Topical Response “Multimodal 
System” for information on this multimodal effort and Topical 
Response “Rail Preference” for ongoing rail improvements.  
The high-speed rail and I-5 projects do not precisely intersect.  
High-speed rail is being pursued by rail agencies (rather than 
Caltrans) and the current focus is on Los Angeles to points north.  
In any event, the route would not be anticipated to parallel I-5 
right-of-way as the rail line is generally located to the west of I-5 in 
this portion of North County.  
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Response to Teresa Barth

01

Thank you for your comments regarding grade separation at 
Chesterfield Drive, double-tracking of existing railroad lines, 
related impacts to traffic on Highway 101 (Coast Highway), and 
the potential to move the noted crossing to Birmingham Drive and 
provide a bridge crossing of Chesterfield Drive over the railroad 
tracks to the Coast Highway.  Because none of the described 
proposed or potential facilities are associated with the I-5 project, 
no response is provided.



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-7

01

Responses to Laurie Beach

01

02

04
03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding potential concerns from project-related traffic and 
associated congestion along I-5, project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system. You may not have experienced 
benefit from past and ongoing focused I-5 improvements 
because the full benefit of the currently proposed project would 
be realized following installation of the High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes.  The use of these proposed lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  HOV/Managed Lanes can also serve as a strong incentive 
for ridesharing, which can help to manage congestion.
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Regarding potential project-related noise impacts and the 
associated preference to construct a soundwall along the east 
side of the freeway, north of Santa Fe Drive, the referenced 
soundwall, S664, was identified in Section 3.15, Noise, of the 
EIR/EIS.  Based on the analysis in Section 3.15 and the 
assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise 
abatement measures as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol and described in Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations,” it was determined that Soundwall S664 was not 
“reasonable” as the estimated cost of construction would exceed 
the “reasonable” allowance.  Based on this, Soundwall S664 would 
not be recommended as proposed, although “severely impacted” 
noise receptors, represented in this location by sensitive receptors 
R10.11 and R10.13, Seacoast Community Church, could receive 
individual abatement.  The R10.13 property abuts I-5 and is 
surrounded by an open parking lot. Based on the Google Maps 
location of 560 Gardena Court on the far side of Regal Road and 
in the middle of a fairly dense development, noise from I-5 would 
not fall within the “severely impacted” category.  If the individual 
abatement provided for R10.13 consists of a soundwall, however, 
some additional shielding may occur for structures shielded from 
the freeway by the church.  For more information regarding general 
soundwall evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations.”

Substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value.  Because local property values are not 
anticipated to be substantially affected, project implementation 
would also not be expected to result in substantial adverse effects 
to associated property tax revenues.  As specifically stated in the 
project 2007 Final Community Impact Assessment, no permanent 
adverse tax revenue impacts would be associated with proposed 
alternatives in Encinitas.

Please refer to the response to your second comment regarding a 
potential sound wall at Santa Fe Drive.

04
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01

Responses to Geraldine Beckord

01

02

Thank you for your comments related to concerns regarding 
potential air quality-related health effects.  The project is anticipated 
to result in improvements to air quality when compared to no 
build conditions because it will reduce congestion. Please refer 
to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” which notes that emission 
factors are largely related to vehicle speeds and discusses project 
consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated decrease 
in emitted pollutants with project implementation. Also refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

As described in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, the 
project has not been approved and final design has not occurred, 
so that specific landscape plans have not been developed.  Project 
landscaping plans would reflect input from comments received 
during public outreach meetings. It is not anticipated, however, 
that views to the west would be adversely affected by project 
landscaping, based on the following considerations: (1) residences 
on Mangano Circle are located topographically above the level 
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02
cont.

of the freeway corridor and ramps (and associated existing and 
potential landscaping); and (2)  existing landscaping in the subject 
area consists of a mix of medium-height trees, relatively low-
profile shrubs and groundcover, with project-related landscaping 
intended to be consistent with the character of adjacent community 
landscape and incorporate vegetation similar in nature and scale 
to adjacent areas.
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Response to Geri Beckord

01

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential visual and view 
concerns in the vicinity of the Encinitas Boulevard Interchange, 
north of Encinitas Boulevard and east of I-5.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because the project has 
not been approved and undergone final design, specific landscape 
plans are not proposed at this time.  EIR/EIS Section 3.7 analyzes 
the visual impact of each build alternative and states that the 
impact would be high.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for a discussion of project visual effects.  
Views along the corridor would continue to be a mix of open 
vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that 
are blocked by development.  These views would be similar to the 
existing view conditions.
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Response to Tom Beckord

01

Thank you for your comments, which are noted as part of the 
public record.

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels or greater, 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners.  Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for discussion regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.

With regard to noise concerns in the vicinity of the Encinitas 
Boulevard Interchange, Soundwall S680 could be located just 
north of Encinitas Boulevard, along the northbound side of I-5 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 and 39) in order to 
abate for the “severely” impacted noise receptors, R11.22, R11.23, 
R11.24, and R11.25.    Soundwall S680 would not be “reasonable” 
to construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
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“reasonable” allowance (refer to Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition 
for right-of-way is assumed to be $636,703 for this wall, and 
when added to the construction cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” 
allowance. If the estimated construction cost could not be reduced 
to less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction 
of S680 would not be recommended. If the soundwall is ultimately 
recommended, it will be added to the list of attenuations and/or 
mitigations in the Environmental Commitments Record, each of 
which is required to be implemented by the project as described.

01
cont.
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Response to Tom Beckord

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential visual and/or 
view concerns in the vicinity of the Encinitas Boulevard Interchange 
to the north of Encinitas Boulevard and east of I-5.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because the project has 
not been approved and undergone final design, specific landscape 
plans are not proposed at this time.  EIR/EIS Section 3.7 analyzes 
the visual impact of each build alternative and states that the 
impact would be high.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for a discussion of project visual effects.  
Views along the corridor would continue to be a mix of open 
vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that 
are blocked by development.  These views would be similar to the 
existing view conditions. 
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Response to Barbara Beeby

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential inclusion 
of auxiliary lanes between all freeway interchanges and/or 
across coastal lagoons within the project corridor, specifically 
including the area between La Costa Avenue/Poinsettia Lane and 
Batiquitos Lagoon.  The need for auxiliary lanes was determined 
based on traffic “weaving analysis” documented in the Caltrans 
Highway Design Manual (HDM) Index 504.7.  The HDM specifies 
number of vehicles per hour that can be accommodated within 
a weaving lane.  Where weaving lanes exceed (or are projected 
to exceed) the threshold of 1,800 vehicles per hour, an auxiliary 
lane is proposed.  Where the established limit is not (or is not 
projected to be) exceeded, potential impacts to adjacent uses and 
resources (human and natural) outweighed proposing expanding 
the project footprint.  Furthermore, the acceleration lane from the 
Poinsettia Lane southbound on-ramp and the deceleration lane 
to the Poinsettia Lane northbound off-ramp would remain in place 
upon removal and replacement, to accommodate the proposed 
addition of the High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lanes.
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Response to Chris Betancourt

01

No comments were provided on the Comment Slip. Consistent 
with the checked box for notice, you have been added to the 
project mailing list.
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Response to Gabe Bohr

0101 Thank you for your comment regarding provision of the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation & Resource Enhancement Program 
process exhibit. This figure is located in Chapter 1 of the PWP, 
which is available on the website http://www.keepsandiegomoving.
com/home.aspx, which both provides relevant fact sheets and a 
link to the I-5 NCC Project EIR/EIS under the pathway North Coast 
Corridor/Highway Improvements/I-5 Express Lanes/Planning 
Documents/Express Lanes Project/Public Works Plan.



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-18

01

Response to Vernon Bonner

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
in the vicinity of the La Costa Avenue Interchange to the north of 
La Costa Avenue/Batiquitos Lagoon and east of I-5.  As discussed 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall S730 was evaluated in 
that area.  Based on the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations,” Soundwall S730 was determined 
not to be “reasonable” due to the estimated construction cost 
exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (refer to Table 3.15.28).
Construction is therefore not recommended (refer to Table 3.15.27).
For more information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”  Please note that the change in noise level from 
no build conditions to future with project conditions would vary 
by only one to two decibels, at the representative sensitive noise 
receptors in this area.  As described in the project 2007 Noise 
Study Report, changes of three decibels or less generally are not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
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01

Responses to Kelly Boyd and Roger Boyd

01

02

Thank you for your comment regarding a preference for the No 
Build alternative. It has been included as part of the public record.

Regarding potential impacts to your property on Devonshire 
Drive – following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Your comment regarding maps being 
incomplete is not understood. It can be noted, however, that 
Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, of the 
EIR/EIS notes that no residential or business properties in the City 
of Encinitas would be affected by the 8+4 Buffer alternative (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.4.5). No direct impact to your residence 
is anticipated.



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-20

02

If the comment relates to noise, based on the analysis in EIR/
EIS Section 3.15, Noise, and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol as described in Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations,” a soundwall (S671) was 
evaluated in this area south of Requeza Street and west of I-5 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 33). The analysis 
concludes that despite costs that would exceed the “reasonable” 
allowance, to abate noise for “severely impacted” noise receptors 
R10.3A and R10.4, Soundwall S671 would be preliminarily 
recommended.  Assuming its implementation, as shown on 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 33, of the Final EIR/EIS, 802 Devonshire 
also would be shielded.

01
cont.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference”, and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.
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01

Responses to Brown Family Trust

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

As described in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, a potential 
soundwall was evaluated in the I-5 right-of-way along southbound 
I-5, just south of La Costa Avenue (S719).  Based on the project noise 
evaluation, Soundwall S719 would provide a “feasible” reduction 
in highway traffic noise for only one single-family residence, 
represented by Receptor 12.29, and would not be “reasonable” 
to construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
“reasonable” allowance.  Additional evaluation of nearby noise 
receptor sites R12.27 and R12.28 led to the determination that 
a soundwall would not provide “feasible” noise reduction for any 
of the receptors and it would not be practical to build a soundwall 
at the property line of these residences due to area topography. 
Based on the noted analyses and the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures as required 
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02

by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described 
in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” no additional 
soundwalls are identified or recommended in this location.  

Noise surveys were conducted at three locations in your immediate 
area, represented by Receptors R12.27 and R12.28 (discussed 
above), as well as R12.29 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 35 and 36, in the Final EIR/EIS).  As noted, the evaluation 
concluded that soundwalls would not provide “feasible” noise 
reduction for the receptors and that it would not be practical to 
build a soundwall at the property line of those residences due to 
area topography. 

01
cont.
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Response to Jervis D. Brown

01

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

The projected increase in decibel levels associated with the 
proposed project is addressed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the 
EIR/EIS.  Soundwall S719 was evaluated for just south of La 
Costa Avenue, but was determined not to be “reasonable” based 
on economic considerations (refer to Table 3.15.26). Please 
note that the project-related noise in this area is anticipated to 
be approximately two decibels above no build conditions.  As 
described in the project 2007 Noise Study Report, changes of 
three decibels or less generally are not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and
described in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” no 
additional soundwalls are identified or recommended for that 
location.
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Response to Kim Brownell

01

Thank you for your comment regarding access on Piraeus Street 
in the Leucadia area of the City of Encinitas during project-related 
construction.  Specific data regarding construction-related road 
closures and alternative routings are not available at this time.  
As described in Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, of the EIR/EIS, however, identified mitigation 
measures include the implementation of a Traffic Management 
Plan (TMP) during, and potentially after, construction.  The TMP 
would include a Public Awareness Program to distribute information 
such as construction schedules and locations, as well as a Traffic 
Operations Strategies Program to implement and evaluate on-the-
ground efforts to address traffic-related concerns such as road 
closures and alternate route strategies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses ‘‘Construction Traffic.”
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Responses to Sheila S. Cameron

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the preference to avoid 
barrier walls and maximize vegetation/landscape plantings within 
the I-5 corridor. They have been included as part of the public 
record.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, because 
the project has not yet been approved, specific landscape plans 
have not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would be 
developed as the ongoing design process proceeds, however, 
and would reflect input from sources including Caltrans design 
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02

standards and comments received during public outreach 
meetings.  Excluding existing areas of oleander median planting, 
all project landscaping is now planned to consist of local native 
species.  Please also refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.22, Invasive 
Species.  All landscape planting would be designed in consultation 
with the District Biologist.  New areas for mitigation replacement 
planting at the edge of shoulder, between concrete median 
and separator barriers, or between barriers and walls would be 
developed wherever available freeway width allows.  Conceptual 
landscape elements are identified in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, including 
potential designs associated with soundwalls, retaining walls, 
earthen berms, berm and wall combinations, and other freeway 
and related structures (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113
through 3-7.130, 3-7.145, and 3-7.148).

Additional information is also provided within the Design Guidelines: 
I-5 NCC Project which are available for review with the Final EIR/
EIS.  The purpose of these guidelines is to integrate landscape 
into the project and reinforce the natural character of the corridor.  
The importance of landscaping to the character of a community 
is recognized.  As such, landscaping is planned through the 
majority of the corridor, wherever possible.  Appendix L shows the 
landscaping types planned through Encinitas.

01
cont.

Regarding your opposition to the construction of soundwalls 
between Leucadia Boulevard and La Costa Avenue, as described 
in Section 3.15, Noise, one potential soundwall, S709, is 
evaluated in this area, and would be located on the west side of 
the freeway (refer to Table 3.15.26).  Also as discussed in Section
3.15, however, Soundwall S709 estimated construction costs 
would exceed the “reasonable” allowance (refer to Table 3.15.26).
Construction of the full sound wall is not recommended.  Instead, 
it is recommended that “severely impacted” receptors receive 
individual abatement.  It should also be noted that the use of 
greenery on chain link fences would not provide effective noise 
abatement and is not a viable option to soundwall attenuation 
or other forms of individual abatement.  Please refer to Topical 
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03

Potential impacts to biological resources at the six coastal lagoons 
and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated 
under the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  
Based on those analyses, all project impacts would be avoided, 
minimized and/or mitigated through appropriate measures such 
as conformance with regulatory requirements and related efforts 
including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for 
information on focused studies completed since circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS in 2010, with this information circulated to the public 
within a Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in August 2012.  Based 
on those studies, the existing I-5 lengths of I-5 crossings at Los 
Peñasquitos, San Dieguito and Agua Hedionda Lagoons were 
determined to be appropriate, while crossings at San Elijo, Batiquitos 
and Buena Vista Lagoons are proposed to be lengthened.  Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” also addresses the importance 
of the Transportation Regional Enhancement Program. This 

02
cont.

Response “Soundwall Considerations” for more information 
regarding general soundwall evaluation and location analysis 
in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. 
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04

03
cont.

04

05

Regarding your comments on public meetings, the open meeting 
format has been adopted by Caltrans to provide better opportunities 
for public input than traditional “town hall” style meetings with 
formal presentations, and these meetings were held in each 
city along I-5.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Hearing 
Format,” as well as Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of 
the EIR/EIS, which details the extensive I-5 outreach program, 
including numerous meetings in Encinitas.

With respect to your request for a presentation to the city council, 
Caltrans staff are available to make an additional presentation if 
the city requests one.  Please also note that you can speak to the 
council regarding this project at any council meeting during open 
testimony.

program is being coordinated among the transportation planning 
agencies with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and  
resource agencies and will address transportation-related impacts 
on a regional scale. 
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06
06

08

07

Consistent with your stated preference for High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lanes only, as noted above, a Preferred Alternative 
has been identified. The only through lanes proposed as part of 
the Preferred Alternative consist of HOV/Managed Lanes. Light 
rail is not part of the project, although it was screened as one of 
the many potential functional alternatives in 2001.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives.” 

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
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07
cont.

08

“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options, as well as Topical Response Corridor Alternatives” for a 
summary of alternatives previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor.  

No bike lanes are allowed on I-5.  One of the community 
enhancements being coordinated with the local cities, however, 
is the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail effort, which would tie off-
street bike lane portions located in Caltrans’ right-of-way to city 
street bike lanes. Within the Caltrans right-of-way, those bike 
lanes would be a minimum of eight feet in width, which should 
accommodate a golf cart.
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09

Regarding a preference to preclude flyover bridges in the City of 
Encinitas (Leucadia) – while the project would retain the previously 
proposed direct access ramp (DAR) at Manchester Avenue, as part 
of project refinement since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS (and 
partially in response to public comment), the flyover design has 
been replaced with a DAR undercrossing, which improves project-
related visual effects at this interchange.  This new configuration is 
shown on Figure 3-7.50 in the Final EIR/EIS.

A number of soundwalls and retaining walls are still included in 
the project design, as described in EIR/EIS Sections 2.2 and 3.15
of the EIR/EIS.  Associated potential impacts, including potential 
“tunnel effects” for freeway views, are discussed in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.7, which states that visual impacts would remain high 
overall.  Simulations from representative viewpoints along I-5 are 
also provided in Section 3.7, showing pre- and post-project views 
from applicable locations.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” for a discussion of project visual 
effects.  Views along the corridor would continue to be a mix of 
open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views 
that are blocked by development. These views would be similar to 
the existing view conditions.
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01

Response to Thomas W. Carr

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of 
alternative soundwall designs.  Please note, as discussed in 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, that several 
alternative soundwall designs are being considered where 
appropriate, including the use of landscaped earthen berms 
(alone or in combination with structural walls) and articulated wall 
facades (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.58 and 3-7.60).
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01

Responses to Rachelle Collier

01

03

04

05

02

Thank you for your comments which have been included as part of 
the public record. Regarding your dislike of retaining walls, sound 
walls, and the removal of landscaping, please refer to the Design 
Guidelines for the project, which have been made available with 
this Final EIR/EIS.  Excluding existing areas of oleander median 
planting, all project landscaping is now planned to consist of local 
native species.  Please also refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.22, Invasive 
Species.  New areas for mitigation with replacement planting at 
the edge of shoulder, between concrete median and separator 
barriers, or between barriers and walls would be developed 
wherever available freeway width allows.  Conceptual landscape 
elements are identified in Section 3.7.  These include potential 
landscaping designs associated with soundwalls, retaining walls, 
earthen berms, berm and wall combinations, and other freeway 
and related structures (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113
through 3-7.130, 3-7.145, and 3-7.148).
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03

02 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected to require 

04

improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency, with the North County Transit District (NCTD) involved 
in local train and bus routes. Comments on those efforts would 
be better addressed to NCTD. Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners. 
Please note, however, that project-related increases in traffic 
noise over no build conditions are anticipated to generally be 
approximately three decibels. As described in the project 2007 
Noise Study Report, changes of three decibels or less generally 
are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” regarding 
noise analyses and the process for approving soundwalls.

Airborne pollutants would be lessened with the proposed project 
compared to no build conditions because it will reduce congestion. 
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” which notes 
that emission factors are largely related to vehicle speeds and 
discusses for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation. Also refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, for more detail.

The lowering of railroad tracks in Leucadia is beyond the purview 
of Caltrans. This comment would be better addressed to NCTD 
and Amtrak, which have jurisdiction over rail improvements in the 
project area.
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06

05
cont.

06

Transportation planning agencies agree that the future of 
transportation is multi-pronged, with continuation of vehicular 
travel as well as other modes of transportation. Please note that 
following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  No general purpose lanes designed to 
accommodate single-occupancy vehicles are proposed as part of 
the Preferred Alternative.  

With regard to provision of dedicated lanes for buses, and 
connections for buses, trains and trolleys – Caltrans has coordinated 
closely with the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
during the process of I-5 corridor evaluation and proposed project 
design.  From this coordination, it has been determined that: 
(1) the number of buses currently operating on local North County 
routes does not support the construction of lanes restricted solely 
to buses; and (2) the noted use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes accommodating buses, carpools and (potentially) 
paying single-occupancy vehicles would provide the best option to 
maximize ridesharing and the use of available public transportation. 
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” “Mass Transit,” and “Transportation Funding” for 
additional discussion of public transportation options and related 
funding.  As noted, however, the project design includes the use of 
two HOV/Managed Lanes in each direction.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give bus riders and carpool users a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  The proposed project design also includes 
direct access ramps (DARs) at Voigt Drive and Manchester 
Avenue, which would allow direct access to the freeway 
HOV/Managed Lanes for buses, and result in increased 
opportunities for local and regional public transportation service.

With regard to environmental effects related to removal of 
vegetation and visual issues, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 01.

05
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01

Response to Andrew Concors

01 Thank you for your comment regarding the Los Angeles-San 
Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) within the North Coast Corridor.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Rail Preference” for additional 
information on the LOSSAN.
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01

Responses to George Crissman

01

Thank you for your comments regarding project design, traffic 
considerations and the preferred use of general purpose lanes. 
They have been included as part of the public record.

I-5 currently has a minimum of four through lanes in each 
direction.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative.  While this alternative would not 
add general purpose lanes to the length of the project, it would 
add two High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes in 
each direction, along with additional related improvements such 
as direct access ramps (DARs) at Voigt Drive and Manchester 
Avenue.  HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an 
important commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated 
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01
cont.

in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, can provide additional highway 
capacity in a constrained corridor.  Within the project corridor, 
approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are 
HOVs, a figure anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent 
by 2030, while approximately 60 percent of vehicles within the 
project limits during weekend peak periods are HOVs (refer 
to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).  The Preferred 
Alternative should therefore be consistent with your overall 
goals of swift and safe travel with minimum delay and reduced 
emissions.  Furthermore, Caltrans is proposing to extend lane 
number 5, added by the existing northbound Bypass as it merges 
with the northbound I-5 main lanes, up to the Manchester Avenue 
northbound off-ramp.  Caltrans believes this is critical to alleviate 
the existing northbound bottleneck in the vicinity of the Via de la 
Valle Interchange.
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02

02

Regarding your comments related to traffic congestion along I-5 
in association with the County fairgrounds in Del Mar and the 
potential for use of dedicated ramps, Section 1.3.6, Other I-5 
Projects, (“Del Mar Fairgrounds” subsection) of the Draft EIR/
EIS makes reference to the 2008 Master Plan for the Del Mar 
Fairgrounds and Horsepark.  Page 1-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
indicates that future projects for the Horsepark remain conceptual 
in nature and would be subject to further evaluation at a later date.  
The Draft EIR/EIS also states that a DAR at Via de la Valle north 
of Del Mar Heights Road may be analyzed in conjunction with the 
anticipated traffic impacts from the Del Mar Fairgrounds projects.
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03

03

Your comments regarding the addition of four general purpose 
lanes in lieu of HOV/Managed Lanes are part of the public record.  
Please note however, that additional general purpose lanes do 
not provide the certainty in travel time that can be attained with 
HOV/Managed Lanes, which are monitored for flow, and which 
individual-occupant cars can also use upon payment of an 
identified fee. Alternatives proposing only general purpose lanes 
without HOV/Managed Lanes did not answer projected needs as 
well as those with the HOV/Managed Lanes (see Section 2.6.1 of 
the EIR/EIS).  Similarly, build alternatives proposing an additional 
general purpose lane in addition to the HOV/Managed Lanes have 
not been assessed as providing substantially greater benefit than 
the Preferred Alternative.

Please also refer to the discussion of Preferred Alternative HOV/
Managed Lanes above and Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System” and “Corridor Alternatives” regarding project design and 
alternative options.
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04

04

While some improvements to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange 
connectors are included as part of the I-5 NCC Project 
(see Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57), the 
I-5 / SR-78 Interchange Project is a separate project (see EIR/EIS 
Section 3.25, Cumulative Analysis).  Specific design of the SR-78 
ultimate connection with I-5 has not been completed.
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01

Responses to Denise Croft

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the open house style of 
public meetings, project timelines, and environmental impacts.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format” for related 
discussion.

With regard to the overview on implementation, this information 
was provided in the Draft EIR/EIS in the Summary, which 
summarized project alternatives, impacts remaining substantial 
after mitigation, coordination with the public and other agencies, 
as well as avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures. 

Information about project timelines was provided in Section 2.4
of the Draft EIR/EIS, with that information updated in the Final 
EIR/EIS in the same section.  Data regarding environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed project, including acreage 
specifics, are provided in Chapter 3 of the EIR/EIS.  Specifically 
with regard to lagoon and habitat impacts, potential impacts to 
biological resources at the six coastal lagoons and/or associated 
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02

waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated under the 
Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  Based on the 
analyses provided therein, all associated project impacts would 
be avoided, minimized and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures such as conformance with regulatory requirements and 
related efforts including habitat preservation, restoration, and/
or acquisition.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for information on focused studies completed since 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010, as well as the importance 
of the Transportation Regional Enhancement Program. This 
program is being coordinated among the transportation planning 
agencies with oversight by the California Coastal Commission 
and wildlife resource agencies and will address transportation-
related impacts on a regional scale. 

The open meeting format has been adopted by Caltrans to 
provide better opportunities for public input than traditional “town 
hall” style meetings with formal presentations.  That is, speakers 
are given the opportunity to discuss concerns with and ask 
questions of Caltrans staff, or provide written or verbal comments 
to the court reporter if comments are desired to be entered into 
the formal record.  Please refer to Topical Response “Hearing 
Format” regarding this hearing format.  Also, please note that the 
hearing was not the only venue for communication.  As printed on 
the bottom of the comment slip, comments could be written when 
more convenient and submitted via mail at the address provided. 
With regard to the potential racial affiliation of attendees, 
Caltrans provides notice of public meetings to the public at 
large, through publication in newspapers and direct mailing to 
over 100,000 households within one mile east and west of I-5. 
Locations and times of the public hearings also were printed on 
the first page of the Draft EIR/EIS, along with the project website 
at www.keepsandiegomoving.com, which carries updated project 
information.  Once the availability of meeting times and locations 
is distributed, attendance is up to members of the public and 
Caltrans neither solicits nor discourages attendance by any 
individual.

01
cont.
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03
03

Thank you for your positive comments regarding the availability 
and conveyance of information at the project public hearing held 
in Encinitas.
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01

Response to Joe Dawson

01
Thank you for your comment regarding extension of potential 
Soundwall S675 north to the Encinitas Boulevard on-ramp. The 
project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners.  For information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.” As discussed in EIR/EIS Section
3.15, Noise, although project-related decibel increases would vary 
by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would 
be three or fewer decibels over no build conditions.  As described in 
the project 2007 Noise Study Report, changes of three dBA or less 
generally are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
The potential location and dimensions of S675 are based on the 
described evaluation.  Based on the estimated construction cost, 
S675 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated 
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construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance.  If the 
estimated construction cost could not be reduced to less than or 
equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction of S675 would 
not be recommended.  Extension of S675 to the north would not 
meet the criteria for consideration of noise-abatement measures.

01
cont.
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01

Response to Bradley L. Dow II

01

Thank you for your comments regarding noise at your residence 
and Soundwall S709, which have been included as part of the 
public record.

Based on the analysis in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the 
estimated cost of construction of Soundwall S709 would exceed 
the “reasonable” allowance (refer to Table 3.15.26) and is not 
recommended.  Although the analysis notes that individual 
abatement would be recommended for “severely impacted” 
receptors, 1460 Orpheus Avenue appears to be immediately 
adjacent to receptor R12.17, which was not assessed as “severely 
impacted.”  Therefore, individual abatement is not currently 
considered to be likely for this property.  An ultimate conclusion 
regarding whether or not this property would be “severely impacted” 
will be based upon final project design and completion of the final 
Noise Abatement Decision Report. At that time, if this property is 
identified as “severely impacted,” the property owner of record will 
be contacted. For more information regarding general soundwall 
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evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”

Soundwall S709 currently is not anticipated to be recommended; 
however, your alternate preference of the No Build alternative 
has also been included as part of the public record.  Please also 
note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS and would not 
result in 14 lanes.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

01
cont.
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01

Response to Courtney Dow

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
in the vicinity of Soundwall S709 (south of La Costa Avenue). They 
have been included as part of the public record.

Based on the analysis in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, Soundwall S709 would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
“reasonable” allowance (refer to Table 3.15.26), and construction 
would not be recommended.  Although the analysis notes that 
individual abatement would be recommended for the “severely 
impacted” receptors, 1460 Orpheus Avenue is immediately 
adjacent to receptor location R12.17, which at 74 dBA is not 
considered to be “severely impacted.”  Therefore, it is not 
anticipated that individual abatement would be recommended.  An 
ultimate conclusion regarding whether or not this property would 
be “severely impacted” will be based upon final project design 
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and completion of the final Noise Abatement Decision Report. At 
that time, if this property is identified as “severely impacted,” the 
property owner of record will be contacted. For more information 
regarding general soundwall evaluation and location analysis 
in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 
please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations.”

Soundwall S709 currently is not anticipated to be recommended; 
however, your alternate preference of the No Build alternative has 
also been included as part of the public record.

01
cont.
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01

Responses to Ray Duffy

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding use of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lanes.  The inclusion of HOV/Managed Lanes 
within the I-5 corridor is identified in a number of related planning 
documents, including the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) and the North 
Coast Transportation Study.  HOV/Managed Lanes have been 
shown to provide an important commuting option, encourage 
ridesharing and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, 
provide additional highway capacity in a constrained corridor 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  Within the project corridor, approximately 13 percent
of weekday peak period vehicles are HOVs, a figure anticipated to 
increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent by 2030, while approximately 
60 percent of vehicles within the project limits during weekend 
peak periods are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and 
Transportation). As discussed in Section 3.14.3 of the EIR/EIS, 
existing truck activity on I-5 during peak hours is approximately 
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02

six percent of all traffic.  The percentage is anticipated to remain 
approximately the same in the future, and would not merit truck-
only lanes.

Thank you for your comment regarding the placement of 
soundwalls in the vicinity of Lomas Santa Fe Drive.  As outlined 
in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, numerous potential 
soundwalls have been identified for the project, including proposed 
Soundwall S614 located north of Lomas Santa Fe Drive and 
east of I-5 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 23 and
24).  Based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures as required 
by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described 
in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” no additional 
soundwalls are recommended or proposed for that location.  
Project landscaping generally proposes replacement of removed 
vegetation with similar vegetation to provide visual continuity.  As 
noted above, your comments, including the suggestion to use 
trees with thicker trunks than the existing palms, are included as 
part of the public record.

01
cont.
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02

01

Responses to J. Duncan

01

02

03

04

05

06

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

During analysis for the proposed project it was determined that 
four High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would be 
the minimum amount of additional lanes that would adequately 
address projected growth.

With regard to the need to prevent drivers from “speeding” 
on I-5 – Caltrans shares your concern regarding the control of 
excessive vehicle speeds. Such efforts are within the jurisdiction 
of the California Highway Patrol (and/or other law enforcement 
agencies), however, and cannot be implemented by Caltrans.  

Regarding your concerns of potential impacts to landscaping and 
related visual and aesthetic values along the project corridor – 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for 
information regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the 
proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the 
landscaping and revegetation efforts that are part of the project. 

03
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Caltrans recognizes that carpooling is an important option for drivers 
in the I-5 corridor, now and in the future. Accordingly, the proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes is intended to provide incentive for I-5 
users to carpool, and to establish a reliable option for carpoolers 
to reach their destination in a timely manner.  Specifically, 
HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in 
EIR/EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional 
highway capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  Within 
the project corridor, for example, approximately 13 percent of 
weekday peak period vehicles are HOVs, a figure anticipated to 
increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent by 2030, while approximately 
60 percent of vehicles within the project limits during weekend 
peak periods are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1).

Regarding the potential use of public transportation, including 
bus and rail options – the proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, 
as noted above in the response to your second comment, would 
accommodate buses, thereby encouraging ridership and potentially 
helping to enhance and expand local bus service.  Please also note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency – highway improvements 
are as important to the overall plan as the rail and bus. Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding planned and 
ongoing mass transit improvements.

05

06

04

Regarding freeway expansion versus growth rates – this project is 
being proposed to better serve the population that is here now, in 
addition to future residents and businesses that use the corridor.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information.

Please again refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding landscaping issues.  As noted above, your concern for 
the landscaping has been included as part of the public record.
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01

Response to Doug Fiske

01

Thank you for your comments. Your preference for the No Build 
alternative has been included as part of the public record. 

Programs or mitigation considered in an environmental document 
must be practicable for the Lead Agency to implement.  Caltrans is 
a State agency specifically formed for the purpose of addressing 
State highway system needs, and has no authority to independently 
require or authorize activities related to population reduction.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
regarding use of highway funds for non-highway projects.
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01

Responses to David Frisk

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.   

Regarding potential property impacts related to the removal of an 
existing soundwall and a portion of an existing fire station site in 
the vicinity of the Leucadia Boulevard Interchange, although the 
proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts where 
possible through use of reduced right-of-way and limitations to 
the grading footprint, removal of the existing soundwall would be 
required to implement project improvements at the interchange 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 37).

Earlier in the planning process, Caltrans consulted with the City 
of Encinitas Fire Department, and it has been determined that 
the main fire station building would not be impacted.  Caltrans is 
currently in consultation with the City of Encinitas Fire Department 
regarding potential impacts to the fire station property.  This will 
continue through construction to avoid and minimize impacts.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and 
“Acquisition Valuation” for additional information.
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02 Regarding potential noise concerns and related costs in the vicinity 
of the Leucadia Boulevard Interchange to the south of Leucadia 
Boulevard and west of I-5, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, a potential soundwall was evaluated in the right-of-way 
along southbound I-5, just south of Leucadia Boulevard (S689). 
For information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”  Although the cost to construct Soundwall S689 
would exceed the identified “reasonable” allowance, Soundwall 
S689 would protect “severely impacted” receptors, for which 
attenuation and/or mitigation must be considered.  In this instance, 
S689 also would result in substantial visual impacts. In an effort 
to avoid potential visual impacts, individual abatement for the 
“severely impacted” residences would be proposed if agreements 
with property owners can be reached. Failing this ability to 
individually abate, the entire length of Soundwall S689 would be 
preliminarily recommended as proposed.  If the entire length of 
S689 is built, the property at 767 Orpheus Avenue also would be 
shielded.  The closest representative sensitive noise receptors 
located adjacent to this address are R11.19, R11.20, and R11.21.  
None of these noise receptors is identified as “severely impacted.”  
If only “severely impacted” noise receptors would be protected, 
this address would not receive abatement.
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02

01

Responses to G. Gardner

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding project noise concerns 
and the potential for using a tarmac surface on the freeway lanes 
as a noise abatement measure.  The expense of such surfacing 
material may make it impractical for installation on this busy 
freeway, but your suggestion is included as part of the public 
record. The surfacing increases maintenance cost, which is a 
factor being considered in applicability.  Caltrans’ understanding 
is that tarmac is an asphalt surface.  In addition, asphalt has a 
lower life expectancy than concrete, so would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often. A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures.

Regarding your comments on potential noise concerns and the 
potential use of alternative soundwall designs, please note, as 
discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, that several 
alternative soundwall designs are being considered where 
appropriate.  These include the use of landscaped earthen berms, 
alone or in combination with structural walls, and articulated wall 
facades (refer to EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.58 and 3-7.60).
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01

Response to Joseph Gezelter

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential concerns for traffic 
movements in and out of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lanes during peak (rush) hour periods.  Entrances and exits from 
the HOV/Managed Lanes have been designed to function within 
approved design limits.  At the I-5 and Voigt Drive and Manchester 
Avenue interchanges, entrance to or exit from a direct access ramp 
(DAR) from and to the HOV/Managed Lane would isolate vehicles 
from other traffic moving in the same direction.  No weaving 
would occur. Where entrance to or exit from the HOV/Managed 
Lane would be from and to general purpose lanes, painted lines 
would guide the driver. These painted indications would identify 
the ingress and egress locations to and from the HOV/Managed 
Lanes within an appropriate distance from the nearest interchange.  
The ingress and egress locations to and from the HOV/Managed 
Lanes are also referred to as Intermediate Access Points (IAPs).  
The approximate spacing between the proposed IAPs would be 
3.25 miles.  Caltrans is proposing IAPs that could be adjusted as 
needed.  There would be sufficient roadway signs to indicate the 
drivers where to exit the HOV/Managed Lanes.
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01

Response to David Golman

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Consistent with your request for a sound study in the vicinity of La 
Costa Avenue and the lagoon, as described in Section 3.15, Noise,
of the EIR/EIS, a potential soundwall was evaluated in the I-5 
right-of-way along southbound I-5, just south of La Costa Avenue 
(S719). Based on the project noise evaluation, it is concluded 
in Section 3.15 that Soundwall S719 would provide “feasible” 
reduction in highway traffic noise for only one single-family 
residence and therefore would not be “reasonable” to construct 
due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” 
allowance.  Additional evaluation of nearby noise receptor sites 
R12.27 and R12.28 led to the determination that soundwalls would 
not provide “feasible” noise reduction for the noise receptors and 
that it would not be practical to build a soundwall at the property 
line of those residences due to area topography. Based on the 
noted analyses and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible”
criteria for noise abatement measures as required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in Topical Response 
”Soundwall Considerations,” no additional soundwalls are identified 
or recommended in this location.
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Responses to Julie Graboi

02

01
01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comment regarding a preference for the No 
Build alternative.  It has been included as part of the public record.

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is 
responsible for population tallies and projections for San 
Diego County.  The most recent forecasts do not support lower 
populations in Encinitas, but show a steady increase in population 
between 2010 and 2050 (totaling an overall 30 percent increase) 
from 58,014 to 76,675 within this period. Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for information on regional 
growth projections and economic factors and their relation to 
project need.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that 

03
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04

03
cont.

Caltrans has worked with the City of Encinitas to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including the following: 
(1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at 
San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 
Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 
(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 
(9)  I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  Because 
the project generally would improve (rather than adversely 
impact) recreational facilities, and would enhance access within 
the community, implementation of new project features is not 
expected to have an adverse effect on quality of life of Encinitas 
residents overall.

Regarding your comment on the status of the Encinitas City 
Council, because this comment does not address the I-5 project 
or associated EIR/EIS, no specific response is provided.
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01

Responses to Katherine Green

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments regarding project-related traffic 
concerns and your preference for the No Build alternative.  Your 
comments have been included as part of the public record.

With respect to traffic and as described in EIR/EIS Section 2.1,
Project Description,  the main purpose of the I-5 NCC Project is 
to maintain or improve the existing and future traffic operations in 
the I-5 North Coast Corridor, and thereby improve the safe and 
efficient regional movement of people and goods.  Improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The proposed use of High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities, and resulting as well in a decrease of 
traffic when compared to I-5 use without HOV/Managed Lanes. 
These types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus 
riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of 
heavy traffic congestion during peak periods. 
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03

02 Regarding light rail, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including light rail. Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” provide additional discussion regarding other mass transit 
options, and ongoing improvements

Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are intended to focus on the 
environmental adequacy of the studies completed for the proposed 
project.  Although your comments are now part of the public record 
as noted above, excluding issues of growth inducement addressed 
in the EIR/EIS, the results of developer activity in the North County 
are not part of this EIR/EIS and no response to this comment is 
provided.  Please note that Caltrans does not “win” when a road is 
improved. The agency is required to review levels of state highway 
service and safety and propose and implement improvements 
necessary to keep service and safety levels of those roadways 
within acceptable limits.  Because of this requirement, Caltrans 
cannot “stop” review of this project. 
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02

01

Responses to Susan Harvey

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference 
for a No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvement programs for mass transit.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes. 



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-66

02
cont.

03

Consistent with your comment, please note that funding approved 
by the voters for transit is distributed as such by transit agencies.  If 
you are referring to the TransNet program approved by the voters, 
those funds are distributed to transportation projects in general.  
TransNet monies are divided into rough thirds, with approximately 
one-third each going to highways, transit and local roadways, 
respectively.  

Regarding the current Coaster schedule and cutting of funding 
for shuttle buses, please note that Caltrans is a State agency with 
responsibility for state highways. Because potential modifications 
to rail services are within the jurisdiction of another agency, 
Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence such activities.  
This comment would be better addressed to Amtrak and the North 
County Transit District (NCTD), which have jurisdiction over train 
routes.

Your comment regarding elimination of the Manchester Avenue 
Direct Access Ramp (DAR) is noted and has been included as part 
of the record.  Currently, it remains part of the proposed project.  
Please note, however, that the design has been modified from a 
flyover bridge to an undercrossing structure, which would lower 
the project-related visual impact at that interchange.

04
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02

01

Responses to Anne Hawkins

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns along the 
I-5 project corridor, particularly in the vicinity of Manchester Avenue 
and the community of Cardiff-by-the-Sea.  As outlined in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and future 
noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels 
(or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners.  Based on the analysis required 
under the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (please refer 
to Topical Response ”Soundwall Considerations”), Soundwalls 
S631, S633, and S635 are all recommended for construction and 
would provide abatement for properties within the condominium 
development.

Based on discussion provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community
Impacts, substantial adverse impacts to local property values are 
not anticipated from project implementation.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Property Valuation” for criteria that may affect 
property values. 
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Responses to Judy Hegenauer

01

02

03

01

02

Thank you for your comments. Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding your concerns about potential health effects related to 
air quality and particulate matter (PM) – the project is anticipated 
to result in improvements to air quality when compared to no 
build conditions. Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for discussion of project consistency with air quality regulations 
and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with project 
implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality,
for more detail.

Regarding light rail, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation addressing improvements 
to a wide range of transportation options (including rail, bus, 
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02
cont.

03

highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways).  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options, 
as well as Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary 
of alternatives previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including 
light rail.

With respect to noise, as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
representative noise receptors were identified for the length of the 
project to support sound analyses.  These representative noise 
receptors are shown on Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through
67. Please see information above regarding particulate matter.  
For more information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”
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01

Responses to George Hejduk

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

As indicated in your comment, the project does address future 
population growth.  Current residents and users of I-5 also would 
benefit from the increased certainty in travel time and less time 
spent in travel; however, that would result from reduced current 
and future congestion.

Regarding potential project-related noise concerns, air quality, 
and traffic congestion, the following information is available.  

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners.  Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for discussion regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-71

02
cont.

Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.  Additionally, as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, several alternative 
soundwall designs are being considered where appropriate, 
including the use of landscaped earthen berms, alone or in 
combination with structural walls, and articulated wall facades.

The project is anticipated to result in improvements to air quality 
when compared to no build conditions. Please refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted 
pollutants with project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail. 

The proposed project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor.  To this end, associated 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes in 
land use patterns that take an extended time period to implement.  



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-72

03

03

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns along the 
I-5 project corridor.  

As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
discussion regarding general soundwall evaluation and location 
analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol. Additionally, as discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, several alternative soundwall designs 
are being considered where appropriate, including the use of 
landscaped earthen berms, alone or in combination with structural 
walls, and articulated wall facades.
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02

Responses to Jane Hendricks

01
01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding your preference for light rail facilities in lieu of the 
proposed High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, please 
note that light rail was evaluated early in the planning process as 
a functional alternative to highway expansion, but was rejected.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a 
listing of many of the alternatives that were evaluated.

With respect to noise concerns along the I-5 project corridor in the 
vicinity of Sidonia Street (located north of Leucadia Boulevard and 
east of the freeway), as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners.  Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 

03
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cont.
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Considerations” for discussion regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.  Based on review of Google Maps, 
1218 Sidonia Street, is approximately 0.5 mile from the I-5 with 
intervening topography and numerous buildings.  With regard to 
your neighborhood, the closest sensitive noise receptors to this 
address are approximately 0.5 mile to the west (abutting I-5).  
Neither of those representative sensitive noise receptors (R12.33 
and R12.34; refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 37 and 38),
would be “severely impacted” by the proposed project as described 
in the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol. Highway-generated 
noise would additionally drop off with increased distance from I-5. 

Converting an existing free highway to a toll-only facility is not 
within Caltrans’ existing authority and could have unforeseen 
consequences such as diversion of highway traffic onto local 
streets and generation of economic hardships for businesses and 
workers that rely on the highway.  Please note, however, that CA 
SB 468 authorizes the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) to conduct, administer, and operate a value pricing 
high-occupancy toll lane program on I-5, which is part of the 
proposed project.  CA SB 468 also mandates concurrent rail and 
highway improvements.  It should also be noted that following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The only through lanes proposed as part 
of the Preferred Alternative are High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes, which would accommodate mass transit bus use 
and allow for a “toll” paid by single-occupancy vehicles using those 
HOV/Managed Lanes. Please also note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-75

only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing mass 
transit plans and improvement projects.   

04
cont.
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01

Response to David Herskowitz

01

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding light rail, public transportation and related potential 
for reduction of environmental and global warming effects – 
please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” “Mass Transit,” and “Transportation Funding” 
for related information on public transportation options and 
issues associated with use of highway monies for non-highway 
improvements. EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an 
analysis of associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including 
a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  Overall, project implementation would be expected 
to substantially lower I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from no build 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” 
for additional information regarding GHG emissions in California, 
research by Caltrans on this topic, and tons per day of carbon 
dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the project. 
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Responses to Joan Herskowitz

01

02

03
04

05

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

The project takes global warming into account. EIR/EIS 
Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an analysis of project-
associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Overall, project 
implementation would be expected to substantially lower I-5 
GHG vehicular emissions from no build conditions.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
regarding GHG emissions in California, research by Caltrans on 
this topic, and tons per day of carbon dioxide anticipated to be 
lowered with the project. 

Similar to GHG discussed above, the project is anticipated to result 
in improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions. 
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion 

02
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of project consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated 
decrease in emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well 
as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail. 

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners.  Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for discussion regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.

Potential impacts to biological resources at the six coastal 
lagoons and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor 
are evaluated under the Biological Environment heading of the 
EIR/EIS.  Based on those analyses, all project impacts would 
be avoided, minimized and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures such as conformance with regulatory requirements 
and related efforts including habitat preservation, restoration, 
and/or acquisition.  Please refer to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for information on focused studies completed since 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010, as well as the importance 
of the Transportation Regional Enhancement Program. This 
program is being coordinated among the transportation planning 
agencies with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and 
wildlife resource agencies, and will address transportation-related 
impacts on a regional scale. 

03 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
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03
cont.

05

options.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 
corridor. 

I-5 improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes in 
land use patterns that take an extended time period to implement.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan,” which 
addresses why review of, and improvements to, transportation 
facilities require an ongoing process. 
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Responses to Sarah Honadle

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Funding approved by the voters for transit is distributed as such 
by transit agencies.  If you are referring to the TransNet program 
approved by the voters, those funds are distributed to transportation 
projects in general.  TransNet monies are divided into rough thirds, 
with approximately one-third each going to highways, transit and 
local roadways, respectively.  

Please refer to Topical Responses “Projected Growth” and “Project 
Lifespan” regarding accommodation of growth and (necessarily) 
limited lifespan of transportation improvements, respectively.  
Although I-5 improvements would not solve all congestion issues, 
as noted in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” it would 
result in necessary upgrades that would work in conjunction with 
similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, in order to accommodate the breadth of future 
transportation needs.
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03

02 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding planned and 
ongoing mass transit improvements.

No comments were received from either transitsandiego.org or the 
Cleveland National Forest Foundation.  In order to be considered 
as part of the comments received, information on specific 
recommendations would have had to have submitted as part of 
these comments.  As noted in the above response, however, this 
project is fully integrated into regional plans for transportation of 
all modes.
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Response to Gary Jaynes

01

Thank you for your comment regarding the placement of 
soundwalls between noise receptor sites R8.27 and R9.11 in the 
vicinity of the Birmingham Drive Interchange.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, two soundwalls (S652 and 
S644/646) have been evaluated in this area (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures  2-2.3, Sheets 29 and 30).  These walls would 
cover a substantial portion of the residential uses facing onto I-5 
from the east.  Based on the estimated construction cost, these 
walls would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance.  If the 
estimated construction cost of S652 could not be reduced to 
less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction of 
the wall would not be recommended and individual abatement 
would be provided for the “severely impacted” receptor.  It is 
recommended that soundwall S654 (Option 2) be constructed to 
abate traffic noise for the “severely impacted” receptor.  Based 
on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations,” no additional soundwalls are 
identified or recommended for the referenced  location. 
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01

Responses to Jennifer Jones

Thank you for your comment regarding the potential use of 
roundabouts at the Birmingham Drive Interchange.  Your 
preference for the roundabouts has been included as part of the 
public record.

Thank you for your comment regarding extension of soundwalls 
between noise receptor sites R8.27 and R9.11.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, two soundwalls (S652 extending 
north from R9.11, and S644/646 extending south from R8.27) have 
been identified in the noted vicinity (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 29 and 30). These walls would cover a substantial 
portion of the residential uses facing onto I-5 from the east, with 
other structures largely being located between residential uses and 
I-5 where the soundwalls are not located. Based on the estimated 
construction cost, these walls would not be “reasonable” to construct 
due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” 
allowance.  If the estimated construction cost of S652 could not 
be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” allowance, 
construction of the wall would not be recommended and individual 

01
02

03

04



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-84

04

02
cont.

03

abatement would be provided for the “severely impacted” receptor.  
It is recommended that soundwall S654 (Option 2) be constructed 
to abate traffic noise for the “severely impacted” receptor.  It is 
recommended that soundwall S644/S646 be constructed to 
abate traffic noise for the “severely impacted” receptors.  Based
on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible”
criteria for noise abatement measures as required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations,” no additional soundwalls are identified 
or recommended for that location.

Consistent with your preference for a “buffer alternative,” following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  This alternative would retain the largest amount of 
existing landscaping along the freeway.

Thank you for your comments regarding the I-5 San Elijo Bridge 
extension, and the related support for coordination with the San 
Elijo Lagoon Conservancy. 

Caltrans has coordinated on protection and enhancement of 
the lagoons with the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy.  This type 
of interaction will continue throughout the design, construction 
and operation phases of the project, to ensure that associated 
resources are appropriately protected and all pertinent input is 
considered.  Additional review of all six coastal lagoons has been 
completed since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, with important 
new information provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
and incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. Please refer to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations.” Based on this analysis, the San 
Elijo Bridge is currently proposed to be lengthened, with additional 
improvements to channel bottom width and depth.
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01

Response to Allan Juliussen

01

Thank you for your comments regarding project noise concerns 
and the potential for using an asphalt overlay on the freeway lanes 
as a noise abatement measure.  Your comment is included as part 
of the public record.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement 
measure that can be applied in accordance with federal policy. 
Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement types 
in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term 
noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement. Asphalt 
surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor being 
considered in wider applications beyond pilot studies. In addition, 
asphalt has a lower life expectancy than concrete, so would have 
to be repaired or replaced more often. A conclusion has not been 
made about practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not 
currently included in noise abatement measures.
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Response to Celia Kiewit

01 Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.
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01

Response to Janet King

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of “sound 
absorbing material” and configurations for potential retaining walls 
located between Via de la Valle and Lomas Santa Fe in the City 
of Solana Beach.  They have been included as part of the public 
record.  Please also note that, while the project design process 
will not be completed prior to environmental review, a number 
of conceptual wall designs under consideration include features 
such as articulated and/or textured facades.  Photographs and/
or visual simulations depicting several of these potential design 
elements are provided in EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.42, 3-7.44, 3-7.46, 
3-7.48, 3-7.52, 3-7.54, 3-7.58, 3-7.60, 3-7.62, 3-7.64, 3-7.66, 
3-7.68, 3-7.70, 3-7.72, 3-7.134, and 3-7.135.
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02

Responses to Karen Knight

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise and lighting 
issues at Hall Property Park, and associated effects from the City 
of Encinitas position on the I-5 project.  While the I-5 project would 
improve neighborhood accessibility to the Hall Property Park 
site, Caltrans has no involvement in the development of the Hall 
Property Park site proper.  Accordingly, these potential issues, 
along with the related City of Encinitas position on the I-5 project, 
are not related to I-5 implementation and are not further addressed 
in this response.

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects. Based solely 
on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated.

With regard to changing the environment of the community, the 
changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature. 
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cont.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County lifestyle and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  Specifically with 
regard to Encinitas, Caltrans has worked with the City to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including the following: 
(1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at 
San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 
Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 
(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 
(9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  Based on 
the described information, implementation of new project features 
is not expected to have an adverse effect on regional community 
character or the lifestyles of local residents.
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01

Responses to Ursula Krane

01

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan. Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.
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04

Regarding your comment to continue the I-805 route “as originally 
planned,” this option was not considered as a project alternative.  
It is not a viable option because such a scenario would result 
in substantially greater new impacts than the proposed project. 
Continuing I-805 to the north would entail construction of a new 
freeway corridor as opposed to expansion of an existing corridor 
already located primarily within existing Caltrans right-of-way.  

Improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes in 
land use patterns that take an extended time period to implement.  
The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities. These types of lanes are intended to give 
carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods. 

02

03
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Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic, as well as Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” regarding (necessarily) limited lifespan of transportation 
improvements, respectively.  

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01.

03
cont.

04
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Responses to C. Larson

01
02
03
04
05
06
07

08

09
10

Thank you for your comments, which are individually discussed 
below.  They have been included as part of the public record.

Regarding spending project monies on mass transit, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for 
the overall system to work at peak efficiency. Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort, but 
is responsible for implementing only the highway improvement 
portion of the plan.  Each of the transportation options receives 
funding.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding ongoing plans and improvements for mass transit. 
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
for information on issues related to use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes.
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Please also note that the proposed project would support 
these other efforts.  Proposed improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of 
the above-noted multimodal system, and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take an extended time period to implement.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities. These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  HOV/
Managed Lanes can also serve as a strong incentive for ridesharing.

Regarding potential project-related impacts to neighborhoods, 
lagoons, pollution, noise and traffic, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be 
the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred 
Alternative would result in a corresponding reduction of potential 
impacts, it is not always possible to avoid environmental impacts for 
projects such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/
EIS includes an extensive evaluation of potential project-related 
impacts and related avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation 
measures in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures, with related summary information provided below.   

With respect to neighborhood impacts, it is Caltrans’ intention to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system.  To this end, the Preferred Alternative described 
above has been identified to reduce the project extent and related 
impacts to local neighborhood characteristics.  Caltrans has also 
worked with local jurisdictions along the project corridor to develop 
a number of potential community enhancement projects.  The 
identified enhancement projects encompass several facilities in 
the vicinity of Del Mar Heights, including the following: (1) Carmel 
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Valley Bike/Pedestrian trail connection; (2) enhanced Park and 
Ride at Carmel Valley Road; (3) Sorrento Valley Road Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail Connections from Carmel Valley Road 
to Carmel Mountain Road; (4) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced 
Trail and Bridge on west side of I-5 at San Dieguito Lagoon; 
(5) pedestrian overpass connection north of Del Mar Heights 
Road; and (6) I-5 North Coast Bike Trail in the City of San Diego, 
intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 
project corridor.  These and other identified enhancement facilities 
within the project corridor, if implemented, would foster community 
improvement through creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian 
or bicycle access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with 
public transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity 
across I-5, and creation of trailheads and other recreational 
opportunities within local communities throughout the I-5 project 
area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential effects 
of proposed I-5 modifications on North County and why those 
effects are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect 
on the overall quality of life in the communities and neighborhoods 
near the highway.  

Potential biological impacts to the six coastal lagoons and/
or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated 
under the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  
Based on those analyses, all project impacts would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures such 
as conformance with regulatory requirements and related efforts 
including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for 
information on focused studies completed since circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010, as well as the importance of the 
Transportation Regional Enhancement Program. This program is 
being coordinated among the transportation planning agencies 
with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and wildlife 
resource agencies and will address transportation-related impacts 
on a regional scale. Potential water quality impacts are addressed 
in Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, of the 
EIR/EIS, with related avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation 
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to be provided through appropriate measures such conformance 
with regulatory requirements including applicable elements of 
the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System.  Based on 
the described considerations, the project design incorporates a 
number of measures to address potential environmental impacts, 
including impacts to coastal resources, and would avoid, minimize 
and/or mitigate such effects to the extent possible.  

With respect to air quality – the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions. 
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion 
of project consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated 
decrease in emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well 
as  EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners.  Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for discussion regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.

With regard to traffic, as noted above, proposed improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050.  The HOV/Managed Lanes would give carpool users and 
bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of 
heavy traffic congestion during peak periods, and ease congestion 
on the facility overall by providing the additional HOV/Managed 
Lanes lane capacity.

Regarding the potential shift of “goods movement” to I-15 (rather 
than I-5), as described in Section 2.1, Project Description, of the EIR/
EIS, the main purpose of the I-5 project is to maintain or improve the 
existing and future traffic operations in the North Coast Corridor, and 
thereby improve the safe and efficient regional movement of people 
and goods (emphasis added). As part of the national Strategic 
Highway Network, I-5 is identified as a route to remain open for all 
transport needs.  As discussed in Section 3.14.3 of the EIR/EIS, 
please also note that the current and anticipated future percentage 
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of truck traffic on I-5 during peak hours is approximately six percent 
of all traffic.  Diversion of trucks to I-15 is not considered a viable 
or practical alternative for improving traffic flow on I-5 through the 
North Coast Corridor.  While eliminating trucks transporting goods 
through the corridor would reduce traffic volume and congestion, it 
would result in increased environmental impacts related to increased 
energy consumption and related air quality emissions.  Forcing 
trucks with destinations along the coast of California to I-5 would 
require these trucks to travel longer distances, resulting in higher 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  Furthermore, prohibiting trucks from 
using this segment of the nation’s Interstate highway system is not 
within the purview of Caltrans.

06

Project-related traffic and growth projections are derived from 
established sources such as the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) series forecasts, as well as project-
specific technical analyses.  Year 2030 traffic projections, 
for example, are outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast 
methodology provided in the related I-5 North Coast Corridor 
Project Technical Report #5 Traffic Demand Forecasting Report
(August 2007).  This report notes that initial forecast modeling was 
conducted by Caltrans using the SANDAG Regional Travel Demand 
Model Series 10, Year 2030 and 2015 forecast, with verification 
and adjustments provided based on considerations including 
growth rate forecasts and/or anomalies, average daily traffic 
(ADT) forecasts and adjustments, and peak hour traffic forecasts.  
Additional description of traffic forecast methodology is provided 
in Section 2.0 of the referenced technical report, and additional 
information on growth forecasts is included in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth.”  Based on the described considerations, the 
noted data sources and analyses are based on accepted industry 
standards and methods, and are considered the most appropriate 
and accurate approach for the proposed project.

Regarding project consistency with local community plans, as 
described in Section 3.1, Land Use, of the EIR/EIS, the project 
build alternatives were determined to be consistent with the 
majority of the goals identified in local community plans.  Please 
refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.1.1 for additional information on project 
consistency with local planning documents.
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Regarding potential project impacts to the local “quality of life,” 
please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on 
North County and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities and neighborhoods near the highway.  Please also 
refer to the response to your third comment in this letter regarding 
community enhancements planned for implementation as part of 
the project, should the project be approved.

08

10

Regarding potential water consumption impacts related to project 
implementation, particularly with respect to concrete use – while 
water is a required component for the manufacture and use 
of concrete, project-related water use would not represent a 
substantial concern based on the following considerations: water 
requirements related to the manufacture and use of concrete are 
temporary (construction-related) in nature, and do not pose long-
term concerns for regional or local water supplies; and long-term 
project-related water use would be limited to applications such as 
landscape irrigation, which would be minimized through the proposed 
use of native vegetation (as outlined in numerous locations in the 
EIR/EIS, including Section 3.17, Natural Communities).  As a 
result, Section 3.5, Utilities and Emergency Services, of the 
EIR/EIS concludes that “[n]one of the proposed project alternatives 
would require a need for new or permanent supplies of water.”

Please refer to the response to your second comment of this letter 
for information regarding mass transit.

Regarding your comment requesting that residential properties 
not be subject to property acquisition as part of the project, as 
noted above in the response to your third comment, it is Caltrans’ 
intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut 
an existing highway system.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition” regarding specifics of property acquisition, 
and to Topical Response “Acquisition Valuation” for information 
regarding property valuation with regards to acquisition.
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Response to Lynda Laws

01
Thank you for your comment requesting extension of a soundwall 
between Birmingham Drive and Santa Fe Drive.  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, three soundwalls (S652, 
S654, and S658) between Birmingham and Santa Fe on the 
east side of I-5 were identified and evaluated (refer to Final  
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 30 through 32). These walls cover a 
substantial portion of the residential uses facing onto I-5 from the 
east.  Based on the estimated construction cost, these walls would 
not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated construction 
cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance.  If the estimated 
construction cost of S652 could not be reduced to less than or 
equal to the “reasonable” allowance, construction of the wall 
would not be recommended and individual abatement would be 
provided for the “severely impacted” receptor.  It is recommended 
that soundwall S654 (Option 2) be constructed to abate traffic 
noise for the “severely impacted” receptor.  It is recommended that 
soundwalls S654 (Option 2) and S658 be constructed to abate 
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traffic noise for the “severely impacted” receptor.  Based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol and described in Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations,” no additional soundwalls are identified or 
recommended for the referenced location.

01
cont.



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-101

02

01

Responses to Freda Lee

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments regarding a preference for public 
transportation. They have been included as part of the public 
record.

Caltrans respectfully disagrees with your statement about I-15 
traffic flow, because congestion has been reduced after completion 
of the I-15 Express Lanes project. Please refer to Topical Response 
“Multimodal System.”

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation, with rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes and bikeways all expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency. Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort, 
but as an agency with responsibility for maintaining state highway 
service, maintenance and safety, is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan. Please refer to 
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Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Please note that I-5 improvements will not be considered for 
approval based on politics.  The need for improvement of existing 
and projected failing service levels during peak hours triggered 
the evaluation.  A full exploration of a “reasonable” range of 
alternatives, inclusive of a “No Build” alternative and four build 
alternatives, as well as comments from the public, is being 
conducted before decision makers consider project approval and 
selection of an alternative for final design.  A project will only be 
approved if it addresses the service needs.
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Responses to Linda Collins Leigh

01

02

03

04
05

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

In regards to your comments on project design, proximity to 
I-5, and related potential impacts to local residents, wildlife and 
“quality of life” (including proximity and safety considerations) in 
association with Soundwalls S644/646, a number of efforts have 
been made during the project design process to avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate project-related impacts to the maximum extent 
“feasible,” including effects associated with the nature and location 
of potential project facilities such as soundwalls.  Specifically, 
following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
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02
cont.

alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.

Potential impacts to wildlife within the I-5 corridor are evaluated 
under the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  
Based on those analyses, all project impacts would be avoided, 
minimized and/or mitigated through appropriate measures such 
as conformance with regulatory requirements and related efforts 
including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for 
information on focused studies for coastal lagoons (including 
wildlife corridors) crossed by I-5. This topical response also 
addresses the importance of the Transportation Regional 
Enhancement Program. This program is being coordinated 
among the transportation planning agencies with oversight by the 
California Coastal Commission and wildlife resource agencies and 
will address transportation-related impacts on a regional scale.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that Caltrans has 
worked with the City of Encinitas to develop a number of potential 
enhancement projects, with those most advantageous to Cardiff 
including the: (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides 
of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester 
Avenue; (2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; 
and (3) Villa Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge 
Enhancements. Based on the these community enhancements, 
improvement of an existing major facility, and additional efforts to 
avoid, minimize and/or mitigate project-related impacts described 
in Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects,” implementation 
of new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect 
on the quality of life in north coastal San Diego. 

Based on review on Google Maps, 1938 Playa Riviera Drive is 
immediately adjacent to two “severely impacted” noise receptors 
(R8.23 and R8.24).  As a result, your residence is assumed to be 
“severely impacted” as well and would receive sound abatement, 
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which could improve noise conditions at your property.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for more 
information regarding general soundwall evaluation and location 
analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol.

Based on the described considerations, the project design 
incorporates a number of measures to address potential impacts 
to local residents, wildlife and quality of life, and would avoid, 
minimize and/or mitigate such effects to the extent possible.

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) 
are expected to require improvement in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for 
implementing only the highway improvement portion of the plan. 
Please refer to Topical Responses “Visual/Community Effects” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options. Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
on issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.  Light rail and underground transport are 
not part of the project.  Light rail was screened as one of the many 
potential functional alternatives in 2001.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives.” 

Impacts to the coastline proper are not anticipated as I-5 is located 
inland from the coast in this part of the County.  Potential impacts to 
biological resources at the six coastal lagoons and/or associated 
waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated under the 
Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  Based on those 
analyses, all project impacts would be avoided, minimized and/
or mitigated through appropriate measures such as conformance 
with regulatory requirements and related efforts, including habitat 
preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for information on 
focused studies completed since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
in 2010, as well as the importance of the Transportation Regional

04
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Enhancement Program. This program is being coordinated 
among the transportation planning agencies with oversight by the 
California Coastal Commission and wildlife resource agencies and 
will address transportation-related impacts on a regional scale. 

Regarding the potential use of eminent domain with respect to 
the identified property at 1938 Playa Riviera Drive, as described 
in Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition,
of the EIR/EIS, no residential or business properties in the City 
of Encinitas would be affected by the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
(refer to Final Table 3.4.5).  State and federal constitutions and 
the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act (as amended) authorize the purchase of 
private property for public use and assure full protection of the 
rights of each citizen.  While it is not currently anticipated that 
the referenced property would require acquisition under the 
Preferred Alternative, if that situation is subsequently changed, an 
appraisal would be performed to determine the fair market value 
and an offer of just compensation would be made. It is anticipated, 
however, that a temporary construction easement (TCE) would be 
required.  Someone from Caltrans will contact you if a TCE would 
be required, in order to explain the process and obtain your input.
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Although no design can account for every possible accident 
scenario, the highway design is intended to accommodate high 
speed traffic. There is an existing guardrail and Caltrans will 
determine if one would be appropriate for the future freeway 
design.

06
06
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02

Responses to Tom Liegler

01

02

Thank you for your comment regarding the discussion of 
“suspension bridges under I-5” provided during the public meeting 
video.  The discussion of these bridges in the video actually refers 
to pedestrian and/or bicycle bridges that would be suspended 
from the associated I-5 Interchange bridges.  Accordingly, while 
the noted facilities would indeed be located under I-5, they are 
not “suspension bridges” per se. Conceptual depictions of these 
facilities are provided in Section 2.3, of the Final EIR/EIS.

Thank you for your positive comments regarding the Caltrans 
public meeting materials.
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Responses to Dave Liggett

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Regarding your comments related to the public meeting held in 
Encinitas, please refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format” 
for information on why the open house format is preferred for 
community meetings. 

While it may be perceived that decisions have already been 
made in advance of public input and environmental review, this 
is definitely not the case.  The Draft EIR/EIS addressed a No 
Build alternative and four build alternatives.  A single “proposed 
project” was not identified in the Draft EIR/EIS because a full 
exploration of all four building alternatives was desired, including 
comments from the public prior to consideration by decision 
makers.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
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cont.

has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  

Substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value.  With regard to lifestyle, the changes 
to the I-5 right-of-way would be focused and linear in nature.  As 
stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Character and Cohesion,
the increased roadway surfaces and landform modification 
would be within a developed urban area. Overall, because the 
project generally would improve (rather than adversely impact) 
recreational facilities, and would enhance access within the 
community, implementation of new project features is not expected 
to have an adverse effect on quality of life or lifestyle.
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Responses to Eric Lodge

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Caltrans is not a land use planning agency and does not have 
jurisdiction over local land use planning. Project-related traffic 
and growth projections are derived from established sources such 
as the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) series 
forecasts, as well as project-specific technical analyses.  Year 
2030 traffic projections, for example, are outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities, with forecast methodology provided in the related “I-5
North Coast Corridor Project Technical Report #5 Traffic Demand 
Forecasting Report” (August 2007).  Specifically, this report 
notes that initial forecast modeling was conducted by Caltrans 
using the SANDAG Regional Travel Demand Model Series 10, 
Year 2030 and 2015 forecast, with verification and adjustments 
provided based on considerations including growth rate forecasts 
and anomalies, average daily traffic (ADT) forecasts/adjustments, 
and peak hour traffic forecasts.  Additional description of traffic 
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02

forecast methodology is provided in Section 2.0 of the referenced 
technical report, and additional information on growth forecasts is 
included in Topical Response “Projected Growth.”  Based on the 
described considerations, the noted data sources and analyses 
are based on accepted industry standards and methods, and are 
considered the most appropriate and accurate approach for the 
proposed project. Specifically regarding incorporation of water 
availability data; SANDAG works closely with the San Diego 
County Water Authority during preparation of the growth forecasts, 
which the Water Authority then incorporates into its Urban Water 
Management Plans.

03

01
cont.

Please note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, 
pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected to require 
improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing only 
the highway improvement portion of the plan. As the State agency 
in charge of ensuring that State highways operate as safely and 
efficiently as possible, Caltrans must continue implement highway 
improvements as they are identified, evaluated and approved.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion, however, 
regarding ongoing mass transit plans and improvement projects.

Your comment regarding a preference for the No Build alternative 
has been included as part of the public record.
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Responses to Jean Marchese

01

02

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

With respect to air quality, the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions. 
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion 
of project consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated 
decrease in emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well 
as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
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that take an extended time period to implement.  The proposed use 
of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic. 

01
cont.

Please refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding 
transportation alternatives evaluated for the North Coast Corridor, 
which included early screening relative to use of monorail in this 
area.
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Responses to Larry May

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan. Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.
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This response constitutes the individual response requested in 
your comment.

Please refer to Topical Responses “Projected Growth” and “Project 
Lifespan” regarding accommodation of growth and (necessarily) 
limited lifespan of transportation improvements, respectively.  
Although I-5 improvements would not solve all congestion issues, 
as noted in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” it would 
result in necessary upgrades that would work in conjunction with 
similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, in order to accommodate the breadth of future 
transportation needs.
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Responses to Les Mazer

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding alteration of the 
project design to encompass only two High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, rather than four HOV/Managed Lanes as 
in the project build alternatives.  Although Caltrans agrees that 
a two-lane project would be less expensive to implement, and 
potentially faster to build, during project analyses it was determined 
that four HOV/Managed Lanes would be the minimum amount of 
additional lanes that would adequately address projected growth.

Please see Topical Response “Transportation Funding” regarding 
issues associated with use of highway funds for other modes 
of transportation.  If a smaller project were to be approved, the 
“savings” in costs due to building a smaller highway design would 
most likely be routed to another road improvement project. 
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Response to Kyle Menzies and Marci Manenson

01

Thank you for your comments regarding compensation for 
potential project-related property acquisition.  Although the number 
of property acquisitions and relocations resulting from the project 
would be minimized to the extent possible through design efforts, 
where such impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties would 
be subject to an appraisal to determine the fair market value, 
and a corresponding offer of just compensation would be made. 
In addition, assistance for relocated property owners would be 
available through measures such as the State Relocation and Last 
Resort Housing (LRH) programs.  The project Draft Relocation 
Impact Report concluded that adequate relocation resources 
existed for the majority of displacees.  Additionally, displacees that 
may face difficulty finding suitable relocation resources would be 
eligible for assistance from Caltrans through the State’s relocation 
program or LRH Program options, including LRH payments. 
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and 
“Acquisition Valuation” for additional information.  
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Responses to Sally Moreno

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments regarding the availability and 
conveyance of information, staff availability, and the opportunity to 
provide feedback and ask specific questions at the project public 
hearing held in Encinitas.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Hearing Format” for additional information on the Caltrans hearing 
format.

While it may be perceived that decisions on project alternatives 
and approval have already been made in advance of public 
input and environmental review, this is definitely not the case.  
The Draft EIR/EIS addressed the No Build alternative and four 
build alternatives.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
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03 With respect to opportunities for public comment and input, 
public meetings such as the one held in Encinitas were only one 
of several such opportunities.  Additional opportunities for public 
comment and input included local outreach occurring over a 
several-year period (see Chapter 5 in the EIR/EIS). Nonetheless, 
it is Caltrans’ sincere hope that the next workshop hearing you 
attend will provide the opportunity for the question and answer 
interaction you seek, as that is the intent of the workshop format. 
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Responses to Gary Nessim

01
01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding your preference for a soundwall along the east 
side of I-5 between identified Soundwalls S810 and S826 
– as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall 
S822 was evaluated in portions of that location (refer to Final  
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 52 through 55).  Based on the 
analysis in Section 3.15 and the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required 
by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described 
in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” S822 would 
not be “reasonable” to construct due to estimated construction 
costs exceeding the “reasonable” allowance.  Soundwall S822 
would, however, be recommended to provide noise abatement for 
“severely impacted” noise receptors.  No other noise abatement 
measures were identified in the immediate vicinity of 2985 
Highland Drive. Based on review of Google Maps, however, it 
appears that this property is approximately 0.25 mile distant from 
the freeway, and sited adjacent to Carlsbad Village Drive.  The 
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fact that the property abuts a major street would largely negate 
shielding provided by any sound wall along I-5 as there would be 
a major break in the wall to provide access to Carlsbad Village 
Drive, which also would allow noise to funnel up the street.  For 
more information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”

01
cont.

Thank you for your comments regarding your preference to 
implement a toll on I-5, thereby encouraging more people to 
utilize public transportation and potentially reducing the number 
of required lanes on the freeway.  Please note that converting an 
existing free highway to a toll-only facility is not within Caltrans’ 
existing authority and could have unforeseen consequences such 
as diversion of highway traffic onto local streets and generation of 
economic hardships for businesses and workers that rely on the 
highway.  California Senate Bill 468, however, does authorize the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to conduct, 
administer and operate a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane 
program on I-5, which is part of the proposed project. Please note 
that during analysis for the proposed project it was determined 
that four High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would 
be the minimum number that would adequately address projected 
growth.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS and is the most 
similar to your preference for two HOV lanes.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative.  The only through lanes proposed 
as part of the Preferred Alternative are HOV/Managed Lanes, 
which would accommodate mass transit bus use and allow for a 
“toll” paid by single-occupancy vehicles using the HOV/Managed 
Lanes.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” “Mass Transit,” and “Transportation 
Funding” for additional information on public transportation 
options and issues associated with using highway funding for 
other transportation modes.
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Your preference for barricades in association with HOV/Managed 
Lanes is part of the public record.  As noted above, however, 
the Preferred Alternative includes buffers rather than barriers.  
This design is considered preferable due to the smaller impact 
footprint, and the fact that HOV/Managed Lanes with buffers 
are successfully and effectively operating on numerous freeway 
segments in southern California.
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Response to Michael Nixon

01

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.   

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, four potential 
soundwalls were evaluated along northbound I-5 between 
Encinitas and Leucadia Boulevards, with portions of S680, S686A 
and S688 in proximity to Carmel Creeper Place  (refer to Final
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 through 36).  Soundwall S680 
would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (Table 
3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction 
cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated 
construction cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to 
the “reasonable” allowance, construction of S680 would not be 
recommended. Soundwall S686A would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). However, S686A would 
be recommended in order to abate for the “severely impacted” 
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receptor, R11.27. Soundwall S688 would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost would exceed the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). However, S688 would be 
recommended to provide the required abatement for the “severely 
impacted” receptor, R11.29 (Table 3.15.24).

Soundwall S686A partially surrounds the park and would be 
located between approximately five structures and the northbound 
I-5 lanes. Other structures are either set back further from I-5 or 
have other intervening (commercial) buildings on the southwest 
side of the development.  Please note that an ultimate conclusion 
regarding whether or not this property would be “severely impacted” 
will be based upon final project design and completion of the final 
Noise Abatement Decision Report. At that time, if this property is 
identified as “severely impacted,” the property owner of record will 
be contacted. For more information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”

01
cont.
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Response to Michael Glenn O’Grady

01
01

Thank you for your comments regarding a preference for wider 
underpasses at Santa Fe Avenue and Encinitas Boulevard to 
enhance east-west pedestrian and bicycle access.  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, a number of community enhancements 
associated with the I-5 project are proposed, based on extensive 
local input occurring over a several year period.  Specifically, this 
process included city council hearings, coordination with city staff, 
and public community input meetings in Encinitas. Consistent
with your comment, enhancements have been identified that 
would increase east-west movement in the vicinity of Encinitas 
Boulevard and Santa Fe Drive.  The identified enhancement 
projects encompass several facilities in the vicinity of Encinitas, 
including the following: (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail 
on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection 
to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park and Ride Enhancements at 
Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff Drive Improvements and 
MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; (4) Hall Park Trail Connecting 
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to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting Santa Fe Drive to Requeza 
Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail Connecting Requeza
Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; 
(8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union Street trail connection with 
Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the 
City of Encinitas.  These enhancements would provide improved 
connectivity between local communities on the east and west 
sides of the freeway, as well as expanding local and regional trail 
systems and connections. 

01
cont.
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02

01

Responses to Wendy Palfrey

01

02

03

Thank you for your comment regarding potential noise concerns in 
the area south of Santa Fe Drive, east of I-5.  Based on the analysis 
in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 
Soundwall S658 was evaluated in this location (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 31 and 32).  While the estimated 
construction cost would exceed the “reasonable” allowance (refer 
to Table 3.15.20) and the soundwall was therefore determined 
not be “reasonable” to construct, S658 would be recommended 
to abate noise for “severely impacted” noise receptors.  Based 
on Google Maps, it appears that the 565 Faith address is located 
two homes from the representative “severely impacted” receptor 
R9.21 and would be shielded by Soundwall S658. 

Regarding direct impacts to the property you referenced on Faith 
Avenue – following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
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02
cont.

03

has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real 
Property Acquisition, of the EIR/EIS notes that no residential or 
business properties in the City of Encinitas would be affected by 
the Preferred Alternative (refer to Table 3.4.4).  Combined with the 
anticipated shielding of this property by Soundwall S658, it is not 
anticipated it would be subject to a taking or acquisition as a result 
of the project.

While the Caltrans District 11 office does not have a toll free 
telephone number as requested, the office may be contacted at 
(619) 688-6699, or via email at CT.Public.Information.D11@dot.
ca.gov.
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01

Response to Mark Peterson

01

Thank you for your positive comments regarding the potential use 
of roundabouts at the Birmingham Drive Interchange.  They have 
been included as part of the public record.
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01

Responses to Jennifer Pickering

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Regarding potential health issues associated with construction-
related dust emissions – a number of measures are identified in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, to address potential project-
related impacts from construction-generated fugitive dust and 
particulate matter (PM).  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation, as well as EIR/EIS Section 3.14 for 
more detail.

With regard to construction notice – a Traffic Management Plan 
(TMP) would be implemented during (and potentially after) 
construction.  The TMP would include a Public Awareness 
Program to distribute information such as construction schedules 
and locations, as well as a Traffic Operations Strategies Program 
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02

01
cont.

03

to implement and evaluate on-the-ground efforts to address traffic-
related concerns such as lane and road closures and alternate 
route strategies.  Please refer to Topical Response “Construction 
Traffic.’’

04

03
cont.

05

Regarding potential project-related noise concerns on Ida 
Avenue – as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Option 
1 of Soundwall S603 was originally recommended.  Specifically, 
the EIR/EIS notes in Section 3.15 that Soundwall S603 Option 1 
would provide a “reasonable and feasible” reduction in highway 
traffic noise for 14 single-family and 20 multi-family residences, 
as well as two schools (St. Leo’s Head Start Preschool and Santa 
Fe Christian School) (refer to Tables 3.15.13 and 3.15.4).  This 
soundwall, however, would have the potential to block scenic 
coastal views protected under the Coastal Act for freeway motorists.  
For that reason, and based on general comments received on loss 
of potential ocean views during public review of the Draft EIR/
EIS and Supplemental EIR/EIS, as well as coordination with the 
California Coastal Commission (CCC), it is now recommended 
to create a gap in Soundwall S603 (Option 1, called Option 1A 
with the gap).  This would divide the soundwall into two portions 
(S603A and S603B) and would retain the potential for a coastal 
view in this area (refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 21 through 23,
of this Final EIR/EIS).  For more information regarding general 
soundwall evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations.”

Regarding the request for dense tree planting to improve air quality 
– EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, and Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” discuss the anticipated improvement to long-term air 
quality and associated health risk impacts compared to existing 
conditions.  Detailed project landscaping plans would be developed 
as the ongoing design process proceeds.  It should also be noted, 
however, that the use of landscaping is generally not an effective 
means to address long-term air quality concerns.  Long-term 
emissions typically involve larger dispersal areas (i.e., as opposed 
to more localized dispersal for construction-generated dust), and are 
not effectively contained or blocked by features such as landscaping.
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05

Regarding potential seismic hazards to individuals passing under 
freeway bridges — Caltrans is a leader in earthquake engineering 
and seismic design and is dedicated to ensuring the safety of the 
public.  For information on Caltrans’ standards related to seismic 
activity, please view the Caltrans Seismic Design Criteria Page 
(SDC) at http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/esc/earthquake_engineering/
sdc/index.php.

Caltrans has also implemented a Seismic Retrofit Program to 
evaluate and (as necessary) upgrade (or retrofit) existing highway 
bridges with current seismic protection measures (http://www.dot.
ca.gov/hq/paffairs/about/retrofit.htm). Many of the methodologies 
contained in the SDC have evolved from the seismic retrofit 
program.  Based on the described programs, the noted potential 
impacts related to seismic hazards would be avoided, minimized 
and/or mitigated to the extent practicable in conformance with 
applicable regulatory and industry standards.

04

Local jurisdictions control land development, zoning, and growth 
policies within their boundaries, with related decisions outside 
the scope of Caltrans’ authority. With respect to long-term growth 
and encouraging the increased use of public transportation – the 
proposed project is based on, and designed to accommodate, traffic 
projections for the region in conjunction with similar improvements 
to rail, bus, local streets, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities.  Each of 
these transportation modes is expected to require improvement in 
order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency. Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort, 
but is responsible for implementing only the highway improvement 
portion of the plan. Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for information on 
ongoing public transportation plans and improvements.  Please 
also refer to Topical Responses “Projected Growth” and “Project 
Lifespan” regarding accommodation of growth and limited lifespan 
of transportation improvements.
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Responses to Katherine Prelat

02

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments. They have been included as part of the 
public record.  Consistent with your preference, following circulation of 
the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also note that 
the project would include an extensive mitigation package that would 
include open space set aside, revegetation and restoration of upland 
and wetland habitats.

Regarding potential impacts to landscaping and vegetation 
associated with construction and operation of existing rail facilities 
in the North Coast Corridor – while Caltrans shares your concern on 
this issue, the noted area is within the jurisdiction of another agency 
and Caltrans has no ability to control or influence related activities.

01
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Regarding rail lines between Encinitas and UCSD, please note 
that Caltrans is a State agency with responsibility for state 
highways. Because potential modifications to rail facilities are 
within the jurisdiction of another agency, Caltrans has no ability 
to implement or influence such activities.  This comment would be 
better addressed to Amtrak and the North County Transit District 
(NCTD), which have jurisdiction over train routes.

03
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Responses to Carey Preston

02

03

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding agricultural, community character, and landscaping 
and chaparral habitat loss concerns in the Encinitas area – 
because an existing facility is being improved, impact avoidance 
is not always possible. To the extent practicable, however, it is 
Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system during improvements to that 
highway.  Caltrans has also worked with local jurisdictions along 
the project corridor to develop a number of potential enhancement 
projects.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt 
of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was determined to be the locally 

01
01
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preferred alternative (LPA) and is identified in the Final EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative.  The potential impacts to farmlands 
shown in the Draft EIR/EIS on Figures 2-2.14p and 2-2.14q (see 
Appendix K) have been reduced under the Preferred Alternative.  
This is due to selection of the smaller improvement option, as 
well as redesign of the Manchester Direct Access Ramp (DAR).  
Please note, however, that this reduction occurs to an impact 
that was below thresholds set by the Farmland Mapping and 
Monitoring Program as requiring consideration for protection.  The 
linear nature and small amount of acreage identified for the project 
makes this a less than substantial impact (refer to Section 3.3,
Farmlands/Agricultural Lands, in the EIR/EIS).

Similarly, impacts to existing landscaping and chaparral habitats 
would be reduced under the Preferred Alternative, with impacts to 
chaparral habitats identified for the 8+4 Buffer alternative including 
up to approximately 2.3 acres of chaparral (as well as impacts 
to other sensitive and non-sensitive upland habitats).  Much of 
the impact area would be newly graded slopes, with identified 
mitigation measures including efforts such as creation, restoration 
and preservation of chaparral habitat; implementation of 
replacement landscaping in accordance with Caltrans’ guidelines 
and public input; and use of native plant varieties in landscaped 
areas where appropriate.

With regard to visual concerns from the loss of agricultural lands 
and proposed retaining walls, Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics,
indicates that the visual impact of each build alternative, including 
the loss of agricultural views and from wall construction, would be 
high. Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
for a discussion of project visual effects.  Views along the corridor 
would continue to be a mix of open vistas, including views of the 
ocean and lagoons, and views that are blocked by development. 
These views would be similar to the existing view conditions.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 

01
cont.

02

03
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peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan. Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

03
cont.
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Responses to Charlotte Reed

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding a preference for the No 
Build alternative (or for the 8+4 Buffer alternative if the project 
is implemented).  These comments have been included as part 
of the public record.  Please note that following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

01

02 Regarding potential project-related noise impacts at the referenced 
property on Mangano Circle (north of Encinitas Boulevard 
and east of the freeway), the noise survey referenced in the 
EIR/EIS was prepared in 2007 and contained two receptor sites on 
Mangano Circle.  These receptor sites are represented by R11.22 
and R11.23 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 and
35).  As seen on EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23, existing noise readings at 



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-141

02

03

04

05

representative sensitive receptor R11.22 (247 Mangano Circle) on 
the south end of the development and at R11.23 (165 Mangano 
Circle) on the north end of the development, were 66 dBA and 
70 dBA, respectively. They are representative of the variation of 
noise heard in this development. Neither of these representative 
noise receptors would be considered “severely impacted” in 
accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol 
(see Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations”). Soundwall 
S680 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (Table 
3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be 
$636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction cost, it 
exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated construction 
cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” 
allowance, construction of S680 would not be recommended. 
Please note that an ultimate conclusion regarding the sound wall 
will be based upon final project design and completion of the final 
Noise Abatement Decision Report.  

It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
properties that abut an existing highway system, through efforts 
such as adoption of the previously noted Preferred Alternative.  
As described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, 
the proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts, 
where possible, by taking the reduced amounts of right-of-way 
and limiting the grading footprint in order to minimize impacts to 
existing structures while still meeting project objectives. 

With regard to dirt, dust and air pollution, the project is anticipated 
to result in improvements to air quality when compared to existing 
conditions. Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for discussion of project consistency with air quality regulations 
and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with project 
implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality,
for more detail.

02
cont.
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Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects. Based solely 
on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated.  With respect to 
potential compensation for affected homeowners, property owners 
who are not “severely impacted” noise receptors would not receive 
monetary compensation. 

Regarding potential impacts to wildlife, including relocation and 
dispersal as a result of proposed vegetation or habitat removal, 
the proposed design is intended to minimize or avoid impacts, 
including the loss of existing vegetation, wherever practicable.  
With respect to the loss of vegetation, wildlife species could 
relocate from affected areas, with most seeking out other areas 
of similar habitat and vegetation if available, rather than moving 
into a more urban setting.  As described in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, and Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species, of the EIR/EIS, the project would involve 
extensive efforts to replace and enhance affected and existing 
landscaping with native varieties; and to preserve, enhance, 
create and/or acquire appropriate areas of native habitats.

03

04

05 As noted above, your preference for the No Build alternative is 
included as part of the public record. 
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Responses to Charles D. Richmond

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” for information 
related to the proposed project’s effectiveness and lifespan.

01

Regarding potential project-related impacts from greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions – EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change,
analyzes project-associated GHG emissions, including a 
quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  Overall, project implementation would be expected 
to substantially lower I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from no build 
conditions because it will reduce congestion.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
regarding GHG emissions in California, research by Caltrans on 
this topic, and tons per day of carbon dioxide anticipated to be 
lowered with the project. 

02
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Response to Edwin Riley

01

Thank you for your suggestion that the existing rail lines through the 
City of Encinitas (Leucadia area) be placed below grade.  Because 
potential modifications to rail facilities are within the jurisdiction of 
another agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities. This comment would be better addressed to 
Amtrak and the North County Transit District (NCTD), which have 
jurisdiction over train routes.

01
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Response to Benito Robles

01

No comments were provided on the referenced Comment Slip. 
Consistent with the checked box on the slip, you have been added 
to the project mailing list.

01
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Responses to Julie Sanderson

01

02

03
04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

For general information regarding soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.” As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15 Noise, a 
soundwall (S709) was evaluated for this area.  Specific to your 
location, it was concluded that Soundwall S709 would not be 
“reasonable” to construct due to the estimated construction costs 
exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (refer to Table 3.15.26) and 
that construction would not be recommended.  The analysis also 
notes, however, that individual abatement would be recommended 
for “severely impacted” noise receptors. Based on Google maps, 
1036 Orpheus Avenue is located in an area represented by R12.16 
(a “severely impacted” receptor) and R12.17, which represents 
adjacent properties that are not “severely impacted.”  This property 
location appears to be consistent with R12.17 rather than R12.16. 
An ultimate conclusion regarding whether or not this property would 

01
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be “severely impacted” will be based upon final project design 
and completion of the final Noise Abatement Decision Report.  At 
that time, if this property is identified as “severely impacted,” the 
property owner of record will be contacted.

01
cont.

02

03

04

05

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS and would total 12 lanes, 
consistent with your comment.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.

The project is anticipated to result in improvements to air quality 
when compared to existing conditions because it will reduce 
congestion. Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants,” 
which notes that emission factors are largely related to vehicle 
speeds and discusses project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation. Also refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, for more detail.

Substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation because a number of larger factors 
drive property values in the San Diego region. These factors 
include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility to 
public facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, 
etc., as well as a potential increase in property values over time.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for additional 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value.

Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS and the project 
Design Guidelines, which are available for review with the Final 
EIR/EIS, identify a number of measures to address associated 
potential visual concerns where walls are constructed.  Specifically, 
as depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 
3-7.122,  this may include efforts such as the use of landscaping, 
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05
cont.

articulated facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations), 
and/or transparent materials (i.e., to retain desirable views).  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
for more information regarding potentially substantial local visual 
effects of the proposed improvement. 
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06

Thank you for your comments regarding Soundwall S709.  As 
noted in the response to your Comment 01, individual abatement 
for “severely impacted” receptors is recommended in lieu of 
construction of this soundwall.  As described in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR/EIS, several alternative soundwall 
designs are being considered where appropriate, including 
the use of landscaped earthen berms (alone or in combination 
with structural walls), articulated or textured wall facades, and 
transparent materials (i.e., to retain desirable views).  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than substantial 
nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

06
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Responses to Mark Sansait

01

02

03

04

05

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Transportation problems and solutions are specific to their 
location.  The success or failure of a highway improvement in 
one location is not a guarantee that the same result will occur in 
another. The proposed project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor.  To this end, associated 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and 
to allow the region to work toward complex solutions such as 
changes in land use patterns that take an extended time period 
to implement.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, are expected to provide 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities. These types of lanes are intended to 

01
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give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.

01
cont.

02

03

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing only 
the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  As 
part of the I-5 design process, Caltrans also has worked with local 
jurisdictions to develop a number of potential enhancement projects, 
including the following pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the City 
of Carlsbad:  (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on west side 
of I-5 at Batiquitos Lagoon, which would connect to existing trails 
on the north side of the lagoon; (2) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced 
Trail on east side of I-5 at Agua Hedionda Lagoon, which would 
include a pedestrian trail and bridge on the east side of I-5; and 
(3) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Carlsbad, intended 
to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project 
corridor (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional 
and Community Enhancement Projects).

Caltrans agrees that major roadways can divide communities.  
Because the proposed project consists of improving an existing 
facility, however, no substantial new impacts related to separating 
or dividing communities are anticipated.  Conversely, avoidance of 
community-related impacts in areas identified for improvement is 
not always possible, although it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/
or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing highway 
system to the extent practicable.  The project design incorporates 
a number of potential community enhancements, including several 
facilities in the City of Carlsbad, as noted above.  These facilities, 
if implemented, would create and/or improve pedestrian or bicycle 
corridors, connect pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit 
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centers, enhance connectivity across I-5, and create trailheads and 
other recreational opportunities within local communities throughout 
the I-5 project corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding community effects.

As indicated above, it is not always possible to avoid environmental 
impacts for projects such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  
Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes an extensive evaluation 
of potential project-related impacts and related avoidance, 
minimization and/or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  Potential impacts 
to biological resources, for example, including effects at the 
six coastal lagoons and/or associated waterways within the I-5 
corridor, are evaluated under the Biological Environment heading 
of the EIR/EIS.  Based on those analyses, all project impacts 
would be avoided, minimized and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures such as conformance with regulatory requirements and 
related efforts including habitat preservation, restoration, and/
or acquisition.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations” for information on focused studies completed since 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010, as well as the importance 
of the Transportation Regional Enhancement Program. This 
program is being coordinated among the transportation planning 
agencies with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and 
wildlife resource agencies and will address transportation-related 
impacts on a regional scale. 

EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an analysis of 
associated GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation 
of potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  Overall, 
project implementation would be expected to substantially lower 
I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from no build conditions.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional information 
regarding GHG emissions in California, research by Caltrans on 
this topic, and tons per day of carbon dioxide anticipated to be 
lowered with the project. 

As noted above, your preference for the No Build alternative has 
been included as part of the public record.

04

05

03
cont.
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Responses to Sep Sarshar

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns along the 
I-5 project corridor. 

Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
discussion regarding general soundwall evaluation and location 
analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol.  Numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3
Sheets 1 through 67, which has been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K,
and Section 3.15), but would not be needed and would be too 
expensive to build along the entire route. Soundwalls along the 
entire route also would generate excessive and unnecessary 
visual impacts. Please note that project-related increases in traffic 
noise are anticipated to generally be approximately three decibels 
above no build conditions.  As described in the project 2007 Noise 
Study Report, changes of three decibels or less generally are not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.

01
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02 Thank you for your positive comments regarding proposed 
modifications to the MacKinnon Avenue Bridge.  They are part of 
the public record.
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Responses to Carole Serling

01

02
03

Thank you for your comments regarding general project 
environmental impacts, costs, housing development, and your 
preference for the No Build alternative.  They have been included 
as part of the public record. 

While no comments related to specific environmental impacts were 
provided, Chapters 3 and 4 of the EIR/EIS provide a comprehensive 
evaluation of potential project-related impacts.  Additional review 
of potential impacts to coastal lagoons and related waterways has 
also been completed since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, with 
important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS.

Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 

01
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in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
All options are still available for implementation, however, and a 
final decision on the selection of an alternative (including the No 
Build alternative) will be made when the project is considered by 
the decision makers.

With respect to housing development, the EIR/EIS concludes in 
Section 3.2, Growth, that no known projects in the vicinity are 
dependent on implementation of the proposed project.  As such, 
it can be inferred that further growth in the project area and 
surrounding region is planned and would most likely occur with or 
without implementation of the proposed project.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
on project-related growth concerns.

01
cont.

02

03

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation addressing rail, bus, highway, 
pedestrian routes and bikeways, all of which require improvement 
in order for the overall system to work at peak efficiency.  Caltrans 
is an agency with responsibility for construction and operation of 
State highways.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing only 
the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Bus line comments 
would be better sent to North County Transit District and the San 
Diego Association of Governments, which are responsible for 
operating the local rail and bus lines.  Please also refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.   

As noted above, your preference for the No Build alternative is part 
of the public record. 
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Response to  Beverly Shone

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding potential project-related noise impacts and the associated 
preference to construct identified Soundwall S664, based on the 
analysis in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,  and the assessment of  
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and
described in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” it 
was determined that Soundwall S664 was neither “reasonable” 
nor “feasible” as the estimated cost of construction would exceed 
the “reasonable” allowance and a five decibel reduction in noise 
would not be attained.  Based on these considerations, Soundwall 
S664 would not be recommended as proposed, although “severely 
impacted” noise receptors, represented in this location by 
sensitive receptor R10.13 (Seacoast Community Church), could 
receive individual abatement.  The R10.13 property abuts I-5 and 
is surrounded by an open parking lot. Based on the Google Maps 

01
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location of 550 Gardena Court on the far side of Regal Road and 
in the middle of a fairly dense development, noise from I-5 would 
not fall within the severe category.  If the individual abatement 
provided for R10.13 consists of a soundwall, however, some 
additional shielding may occur for structures shielded from the 
freeway by the church.  For more information regarding general 
soundwall evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations.” 

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects. Based solely 
on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on 
North County lifestyle and why those effects are not expected 
to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of 
life in the communities already crossed by this highway.  The 
identified enhancement projects encompass several facilities 
in the vicinity of Encinitas, including the following: (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon 
with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park and 
Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff Drive 
Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; (4) Hall
Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting Santa 
Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail 
Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union
Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union 
Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 
North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  Based on the 
described information, implementation of new project features is 
not expected to have an adverse effect on the quality of life of local 
residents.

01
cont.
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Responses to Melissa Spiegler

01

02

03

04

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
An increase of eight through lanes is not part of the potential build 
alternatives.  Please note, however, that during analysis for the 
proposed project it was determined that four High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would be the minimum number that 
would adequately address projected growth.  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  This alternative is the most similar to your preference 
for two HOV lanes.

01

02 The potential for homes and businesses to be affected would be 
through direct impact (acquisition of a portion or all of the property), 
or effects such as noise.  With regard to property impacts, please 
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refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition“ regarding 
specifics of property acquisition, Topical Response “Acquisition 
Valuation” regarding property valuation for purchase of whole or 
part parcels, and Topical Response “Property Valuation” regarding 
potential highway improvement effects on property values.

The projected increase in decibel levels associated with the 
proposed project is addressed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the 
EIR/EIS. Soundwall S675 could be located near Stratford Drive 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 33 and 34).  Soundwall 
S675 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (Table 
3.15.22). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be 
$227,594 for this wall, and when added to the construction cost, it 
exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated construction 
cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” 
allowance, construction of S675 would not be recommended 
(Table 3.15.22) and individual abatement would be provided only 
for the severely impacted receptor, R10.6. For more information 
regarding general soundwall evaluation and location analysis 
in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 
please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations.”

02
cont.

03

04

Every highway project is different and transportation problems 
and solutions are specific to their location. Success or failure of 
a highway improvement project is not a guarantee that the same 
result will occur in another location. Each location has different 
growth rates and land use patterns. Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for information regarding freeway 
expansion and its relation to growth rates.

As described in Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects, of the EIR/EIS, a number of 
interchange improvements and local street improvements have 
been developed in coordination with the city and community 
representatives in Encinitas and are proposed as part of the 
project design.  These would result in enhanced opportunities for 
vehicular, bicycle and/or pedestrian access both within and across 
the I-5 corridor and along nearby local roadways, including the 
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following:  (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 
at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 
Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 
(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 
(9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  With 
regard to provision of improved bus and rail service, several of 
the project elements would support local and regional public 
transportation service, including proposed direct access ramps 
(DARs) at Voigt Drive and Manchester Avenue.  

Please also note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County Corridor 
transportation.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding mass transit and ongoing improvements.

04
cont.
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Responses to Robert Spiegler

01

02

Thank you for your comment regarding the issue of barriers 
versus buffers in the project alternative designs. Your comments 
are part of the public record.  Following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in 
the EIR/EIS and is consistent with your preference.  The refined 
8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

The Preferred Alternative referenced in the above response 
retains the DARs at Voigt Drive and Manchester Avenue, with 
the Manchester DAR design modified from a flyover bridge to 
an undercrossing. The DARs at Cannon Drive and Oceanside 
Boulevard have been eliminated from the proposed project based 
on the following considerations: (1) funding for the eliminated 

01

02
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DARs is not certain; and/or (2) decisions as to future land uses 
in the associated areas are still under consideration.  Deletion 
of these DARs from the proposed project does not eliminate the 
possibility of future implementation of I-5 DARs at these or other 
locations within these cities following additional environmental 
review.  Their elimination would not adversely affect traffic flow 
as described in the EIR/EIS, although it would reduce overall 
project cost.

02
cont.
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Responses to Diane Stacey

01

02

03
04
05
06

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding impacts to your living space at your home on Stratford 
Drive in the City of Encinitas, review of Google Maps indicates that 
your home is on the west side of Stratford Drive.  The temporary 
impact footprint (the largest anticipated impact area) would 
be located east of Stratford Drive, as shown on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 33 and 34.  No impacts to your living space 
are anticipated. 

01

02 Potential project-related impacts to coastal cliffs are addressed 
in Section 3.11, Geology/Soils/Seismicity/Topography, of the 
EIR/EIS.  Caltrans’ criteria for slope stability on newly designed 
(non-existing) permanent slopes require that slopes meet minimum 
safety factors for both static and seismic cases.  Caltrans personnel 
also would be present during project construction to observe all 
cuts, foundation subgrade, and embankment subgrade to assure 
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that all provisions are enforced. All proposed manufactured (cut 
and fill) slopes generated as part of the project would be required 
to meet applicable technical requirements for stability.  Additional 
information on Caltrans’ criteria for slope stability is provided in the 
project Preliminary Geotechnical Report.

02
cont.

03

04

05

The projected increase in decibel levels associated with the 
proposed project is addressed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the 
EIR/EIS.  Soundwall S675 was considered near Stratford 
Drive (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 33 and 34).
Soundwall S675 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the 
estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance 
(Table 3.15.22).  Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $227,594 for this wall, and when added to the construction cost, 
it exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated construction 
cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” 
allowance, construction of S675 would not be recommended 
(Table 3.15.22) and individual abatement would be provided only 
for the “severely impacted” receptor, R10.6. Substantial vibration 
impacts are not anticipated.  As stated in Appendix G of the EIR/
EIS, potential impacts due to vibration caused by the project were 
assessed as less than significant.

Regarding air quality and potential health issues, the project is 
anticipated to result in improvements to air quality when compared 
to existing conditions because it will reduce congestion. Please 
refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion of project 
consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated decrease 
in emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well as to 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

Substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation because a number of larger factors 
drive property values in the San Diego region. These factors include 
proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility to public 
facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as 
well as a potential increase in property values over time.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information 
regarding factors affecting residential property value.
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The EIR/EIS addresses required mitigation (as appropriate) 
within each topical discussion Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/
or Mitigation Measures. These measures are incorporated into the 
Environmental Commitments Record (ECR).  If approved, the ECR 
will be used to track compliance with the avoidance, minimization 
and mitigation required as part of the project approval.

06
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Response to Frank Sutton

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential to subsidize 
drivers who regularly carpool.  Unfortunately, this type of subsidy 
is not something Caltrans can implement in its role as a highway 
infrastructure provider. Please refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for additional information on use of 
project funds.

01
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Responses to Laura Tarabini

01

02

Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative are part of the public record.

Regarding potential project-related noise impacts at 221 Mangano 
Circle, the projected increase in decibel levels associated with the 
proposed project is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.
Soundwall S680 could be located just north of Encinitas Boulevard, 
along the northbound side of I-5.  Soundwall S680 would not be 
“reasonable” to construct due to the estimated construction cost 
exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). Cost 
of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be $636,703 for 
this wall, and when added to the construction cost, it exceeds 
the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated construction cost 
could not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” 
allowance, construction of S680 would not be recommended. For 
more information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 

01
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Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”

With regard to the adequacy of the performed noise study, 
consistent with the guidelines specified by Caltrans in the 1998 
“Technical Noise Supplement” (TENS), as well as Traffic Analysis 
Protocols (see Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations”), 
and the guidelines outlined in the FHWA’s “Measuring of Highway 
Related Noise” (FHWA-DP-96-046), please note that the noise 
levels recorded in the cited 20-minute period were not the sole 
basis for decision.  Noise studies are based on taking many short 
and long-term readings to obtain accurate time-specific snap 
shots from multiple locations, calibrating them to ensure they 
reflect real-world peak noise levels, and then projecting future 
peak-hour conditions based on changed traffic conditions.  For 
more information on how this study was performed please see 
the Noise Study Report, available on http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/
Env_docs/I-5NCCDraft.html.

With respect to air quality, the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions 
because it will reduce congestion. Please refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, for more detail.

With regard to adversely changing your way of living, the changes 
to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in nature. Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
lifestyle and why those effects are not expected to result in a 
substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  Specifically with 
regard to Encinitas, Caltrans has worked with the City to develop a 
number of potential enhancement projects, including the following:  
(1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at 
San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 

01
cont.
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02
 cont.

03

Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 
(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 
(9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  Based on 
the described information, implementation of new project features 
is not expected to have an adverse effect on the lifestyles of local 
residents.

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects. Based solely 
on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated because a number 
of larger factors drive property values in the San Diego region. 
These factors include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, 
accessibility to public facilities and amenities, neighborhood 
affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as well as a potential increase in property 
values over time.

02

01
cont.

With respect to minimizing or changing the project footprint, 
consistent with your preference, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.
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With regard to compensation for affected homeowners, it is 
Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system, through efforts such 
as adoption of the previously noted Preferred Alternative.  As 
described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the 
proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts, where 
possible, by taking the reduced amounts of right-of-way and 
limiting the grading footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing 
structures while still meeting project objectives. Compensation 
would be provided as when taking of property occurs.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition 
Valuation.” 

03
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Response to E. Thompson

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan. Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Caltrans is unable to put this project on hold, as transportation 
improvements are necessary to maintain current levels of service 
and address anticipated future conditions with additional congestion. 

01
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Response to Brooke Tigh

01

Thank you for your comments regarding noise levels and related 
potential soundwall construction in the area east of the freeway 
between Encinitas and Leucadia boulevards. This response 
comprises the written answer requested in your comment.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, four potential 
soundwalls were evaluated along northbound I-5 between 
Encinitas and Leucadia Boulevards, with portions of S680, 
S686A and S688 in proximity to Carmel Creeper Place (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 and 35).  None of 
the four listed walls would be “reasonable” to construct due to 
the fact that the estimated construction costs would exceed the 
“reasonable” allowance (refer to Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).
Soundwall S680 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the 
estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance 
(Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction 

01
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cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated 
construction cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to 
the “reasonable” allowance, construction of S680 would not be 
recommended. Soundwall S686A would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24).  However, S686A would 
be recommended in order to abate for the “severely impacted” 
receptor, R11.27.  Soundwall S688 would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost would exceed the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). However, S688 would be 
recommended to provide the required abatement for the “severely 
impacted” receptor, R11.29 (Table 3.15.24).

Soundwall S686A would partially surround the park and would be 
located between approximately five structures and the northbound 
I-5 lanes.  Other structures are either set back further from I-5 or 
have other intervening (commercial) buildings on the southwest 
side of the development.  Please note that an ultimate conclusion 
regarding whether or not this property would be “severely impacted” 
will be based upon final project design and completion of the final 
Noise Abatement Decision Report.  At that time, if this property is 
identified as “severely impacted,” the property owner of record will 
be contacted. For more information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”

01
cont.



ENCINITAS PUBLIC HEARING (July 27, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-175

Response to Cynthia Tigh

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

With respect to the identified “park” site, this descriptor is used 
only in the context of the acoustical analysis provided in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise (i.e., an open, landscaped area), and does 
not indicate or imply any associated park designation or related 
uses or facilities.  As described in Section 3.15, four soundwalls 
have been evaluated in this area, including S686A, which 
partially encircles the “park” area.  All four of these soundwalls 
were determined not to be “reasonable” due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance. The 
analysis in Section 3.15 notes, however, that S686A and S688 
would be recommended to provide the required abatement for 
“severely impacted” noise receptors (represented by R11.27 
and R11.29, respectively). This wall would be located between 
approximately five structures and the northbound I-5 lanes, and 
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other structures are either set back further from I-5 or have other 
intervening (commercial) buildings on the southwest side of the 
development. Please note that an ultimate conclusion regarding 
whether or not this property would be “severely impacted” will 
be based upon final project design and completion of the final 
Noise Abatement Decision Report. At that time, if this property is 
identified as “severely impacted,” the property owner of record will 
be contacted. For more information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”

01
cont.
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Response to  Cynthia Tigh

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, four potential 
soundwalls were evaluated along northbound I-5 between 
Encinitas and Leucadia Boulevards, with portions of S680, 
S686A and S688 in proximity to Carmel Creeper Place;  refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 34 and 35).  None of the 
four listed walls would be “reasonable” to construct due to the 
fact that the estimated construction costs would exceed the 
“reasonable” allowance (refer to Tables 3.15.23 and 3.15.24).
Soundwall S680 would not be “reasonable” to construct due to the 
estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance 
(Table 3.15.24). Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to 
be $636,703 for this wall, and when added to the construction 
cost, it exceeds the “reasonable” allowance. If the estimated 
construction cost could not be reduced to less than or equal to 
the “reasonable” allowance, construction of S680 would not be 

01
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recommended. Soundwall S686A would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost exceeding the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). However, S686A would 
be recommended in order to abate for the severely impacted 
receptor, R11.27.  Soundwall S688 would not be “reasonable” to 
construct due to the estimated construction cost would exceed the 
“reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.24). However, S688 would be 
recommended to provide the required abatement for the severely 
impacted receptor, R11.29 (Table 3.15.24).

Soundwall S686A would partially surround the park and would be 
located between approximately five structures and the northbound 
I-5 lanes.  Other structures are either set back further from I-5 or 
have other intervening (commercial) buildings on the southwest 
side of the development.  Please note that an ultimate conclusion 
regarding whether or not this property would be “severely impacted” 
will be based upon final project design and completion of the final 
Noise Abatement Decision Report. At that time, if this property is 
identified as “severely impacted”, the property owner of record will 
be contacted.  For more information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”

01
cont.
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Response to Jeff Turnbull

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-
related noise impacts and the associated preference to construct 
identified Soundwall S664.  Regarding potential project-related 
noise impacts and the associated preference to construct 
identified Soundwall S664, based on the analysis in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations,” it was determined that 
Soundwall S664 was neither “reasonable” nor “feasible” as the 
estimated cost of construction would exceed the “reasonable” 
allowance and a five decibel reduction in noise would not be 
attained.  Based on these considerations, Soundwall S664 would 
not be recommended as proposed, although “severely impacted” 
noise receptors, represented in this location by sensitive receptor 
R10.13 (Seacoast Community Church), could receive individual 
abatement.  The R10.3 property abuts I-5 and is surrounded 

01
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by an open parking lot. Based on the Google Maps location of 
550 Gardena Court on the far side of Regal Road and in the 
middle of a fairly dense development, noise from I-5 would not fall 
within the severe category.  If the individual abatement provided 
for R10.13 consists of a soundwall, however, some additional 
shielding may occur for structures shielded from the freeway by 
the church.  For more information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.” 

01
cont.
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Responses to Charlotte Ulm

01

02

Thank you for your comment requesting the provision of 
a pedestrian walkway over and/or under I-5 at Encinitas 
Boulevard, and/or the widening of existing underpass sidewalks.  
As described in Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects, of the Final EIR/EIS, a 
number of community enhancements associated with the I-5 
project are proposed, based on extensive local input occurring 
over a several year period.  Specifically, this process included city 
council hearings, coordination with city staff and public community 
input meetings in Encinitas.  The identified enhancement projects 
encompass several facilities in the vicinity of Encinitas, including the 
following: (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 
at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 
Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; 

01
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(6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; 
(7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park 
to Union Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and 
(9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.  These 
enhancements would improve connections between the east and 
west sides of the freeway, as well as expand local and regional 
trail systems and connections. Specific to Encinitas Boulevard, 
identified enhancements include improvements to bicycle lane 
and sidewalk facilities under the freeway, easing ultimate access 
to the Pacific Coast Bicentennial Bicycle Route and Moonlight 
State Beach, as well as Cottonwood Creek Park.

01
cont.

02 With regard to existing noise levels at the Encinitas Boulevard 
underpass; while project-related noise measurements were 
not taken at the underpass structure itself, measurements were 
recorded in areas adjacent to the southwest and northwest 
quadrants of the I-5 / Encinitas Boulevard Interchange (Receptor 
Sites 10.8 and 11.22, respectively; refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 34).  As noted in Section 3.15, Noise, of the 
EIR/EIS, the associated recorded existing noise levels are 71 dBA
at Receptor Site 10.8 (refer to Table 3.15.21), and 66 dBA at 
Receptor Site 11.22 (refer to Table 3.15.23).
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Responses to Karen von Dessonneck

01

02

03

Thank you for your comments regarding completion of mass transit 
(rail and bus) prior to the proposed freeway expansion. Please 
note that California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468 requires concurrent 
completion of rail and highway improvements where crossing 
lagoons, unless phasing would result in an environmentally superior 
outcome. Please also note that the project is only one element of a 
multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected to require 
improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing mass 
transit plans and improvement projects.

01
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Converting an existing free highway to a toll-only facility is not 
within Caltrans’ existing authority and could have unforeseen 
consequences such as diversion of highway traffic onto local streets 
and generation of economic hardships for businesses and workers 
that rely on the highway.  Please note, however, that CA SB 468 
authorizes the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
to conduct, administer and operate a value pricing high-occupancy 
toll lane program on I-5, which is part of the proposed project (as 
noted above, CA SB 468 also mandates concurrent rail and highway 
improvements).  Please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The only 
through lanes proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative are 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, which would 
accommodate mass transit bus use and allow for a “toll” paid by 
single-occupancy vehicles using the HOV/Managed Lanes.

02

03 Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
discussion regarding general soundwall evaluation and location 
analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol.  While noise abatement measures generally do not 
incorporate methods such as window treatments for individual 
residences, Caltrans may consider such measures for properties 
that meet the applicable criteria for “severely impacted” receptor 
sites (i.e., where noise levels are projected to be at or above 75 dBA
with the proposed project) (refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise).
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04

04 The comment regarding “date of highway construction vs. date 
of residential construction on noise poster” is not understood. 
Caltrans staff apologize for being unable to provide a response. 
For mitigation to include funding for “special windows,” please 
refer to the prior comment.
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Response to James Wang

01

Thank you for your comments. Your comments and preference 
for the No Build alternative have been included as part of the 
public record.

For information regarding traffic projections to the year 2030, please 
see EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast methodology provided in 
the related I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Technical Report #5 
Traffic Demand Forecasting Report (August 2007).  Specifically, 
this report notes that initial forecast modeling was conducted 
by Caltrans using the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) Regional Travel Demand Model Series 10, Year 2030 
and 2015 forecast; with verification and adjustments provided 
based on considerations including growth rate forecasts and 
anomalies, average daily traffic (ADT) forecasts and adjustments, 
and peak hour traffic forecasts.  Additional description of traffic  
forecast methodology is provided in Section 2.0 of the 2007 

01
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technical report, with additional information on growth forecasts 
included in Topical Response “Projected Growth.”

Please also note that I-5 improvements are not intended to 
solve all congestion issues.  As discussed in Topical Response 
“Multimodal System,” the project would work in conjunction with 
similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, in order to accommodate the breadth of future 
transportation needs.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Project 
Growth” and “Project Lifespan” for more information regarding 
accommodation of growth and the lifespan of transportation 
improvements.

01
cont.
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Response to Evelyn Weidner and Mary Witesman

01

01 Thank you for your comments regarding access availability 
on Piraeus Street in the City of Encinitas during project-related 
construction, and your related request to be kept informed on the 
status of this accessibility.  The project design process is ongoing 
and will continue following completion of environmental review.  
Accordingly, specific information regarding construction-related 
road closures and alternative routings will be provided at the time 
of construction.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the EIR/EIS, 
however, identified mitigation measures include the implementation 
of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) during (and potentially after) 
construction.  Access to businesses is one of the specific elements 
addressed in a TMP.  The TMP also would include a Public 
Awareness Program to distribute information such as construction 
schedules and locations, as well as a Traffic Operations Strategies 
Program to implement and evaluate on-the-ground efforts to address 
traffic-related concerns such as lane and road closures and 
alternate route strategies.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Construction Traffic.”
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Response to Leslie Welsh

01

01 Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of 
roundabouts at freeway interchanges and your preference for 
signalized intersections.  Your comments are part of the public 
record.
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Responses to Dolores Welty

01

02

01 Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative have been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.
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02 Transportation agencies are united in assuming that vehicular 
transport will remain a critical component of transportation options 
for the foreseeable future (through 2050 and beyond). In order 
to accommodate the breadth of future transportation needs, I-5 
improvements are necessary and will work in conjunction with 
similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities. Please refer to Topical Responses “Project 
Growth” and “Project Lifespan” regarding accommodation of 
growth and limited lifespan of transportation improvements.
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03

03 Thank you for your comments regarding the I-5 Batiquitos Lagoon 
bridge crossing.

Please refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for 
information on focused studies completed since circulation of 
the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010.  These studies include the results of 
detailed analysis of bridge designs for lagoon crossings, based on 
associated technical analyses, including hydrologic and hydraulic 
studies and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists to determine 
appropriate bridge lengths and channel dimensions to reduce the 
level to which levees or other man-made features restrict water 
movement and exchange.  These studies were used to determine 
the appropriate I-5 bridge length, as well as channel bottom 
width and depth to meet the project objectives and maximize the 
health and function of the lagoon (based largely on ease of water 
movement into and out of the lagoon). These specifications have 
been incorporated into the proposed project.  
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Response to Rick White

01

01 Thank you for your comment requesting the provision of a 
pedestrian and bicycle trail under I-5 at Encinitas Boulevard.  As 
described in Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, of the Final EIR/EIS, a number of 
community enhancements are proposed to provide improved 
connectivity between local communities on the east and west 
sides of the freeway.  Specific to Encinitas Boulevard, identified 
enhancements include improvements to bicycle lane and sidewalk 
facilities under the freeway, easing ultimate access to the Pacific 
Coast Bicentennial Bicycle Route and Moonlight State Beach, as 
well as Cottonwood Creek Park.
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Responses to Terry Wirth 

01

02

03

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the preference for potential 
use of traffic signals at the Birmingham Drive Interchange. They 
are part of the public record.

With regard to the San Elijo Lagoon, concurrent with the proposed 
project, the San Elijo Lagoon Restoration Project (SELRP) is in 
the planning stage, with the objective of restoring the lagoon’s 
functions and habitat values to the extent possible, given the 
constraints presented by surrounding existing development.  The 
overarching goal of the SELRP is to protect, restore, and maintain 
the San Elijo Lagoon ecosystem.

Please refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for 
information on focused studies, regarding potential impacts 
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02
cont.

03

to the biology and hydrology of the lagoons, completed since 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010.  These studies include 
the results of detailed analysis of bridge designs for lagoon 
crossings, based on associated technical analyses, including 
hydrologic and hydraulic studies and Caltrans interaction with 
lagoon scientists to determine appropriate bridge lengths and 
channel dimensions to reduce the level to which levees or other 
man-made features restrict water movement and exchange.  
For the San Elijo Lagoon crossing, the appropriate bridge length 
was found to be longer than the bridge proposed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, with additional increases in bottom channel width and 
depth. These design elements are now proposed as part of the 
project.  

The proposed MacKinnon Avenue pedestrian bridge is specifically 
intended to provide a public access link between the planned Hall 
Property Park site and the east side of the freeway.  Accordingly, 
limiting access to “neighborhoods only” would be contrary 
to the intended purpose of this facility, and is not part of the 
proposed design.
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Responses to Mark Wisniewski

01

01 Thank you for your comments regarding display materials used 
at the public meeting held in Encinitas.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Hearing Format” for related discussion.
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02

03

04

02

03

04

Regarding the use of vegetation (landscaping) at proposed 
soundwalls, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics,
because the project has not yet been approved, specific landscape 
plans have not been developed.  A number of conceptual landscape 
elements are identified in Section 3.7, however, including potential 
designs associated with soundwalls, earthen berms, and berm and 
wall combinations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 
3-7.119, and 3-7.122).  A variety of vegetation types and sizes could 
potentially be used, depending on the site-specific circumstances.  
It should also be noted, however, that while vegetation can exhibit 
some noise-absorption benefits where substantial vegetation depth 
is present, vegetation use at soundwalls at the generally confined 
I-5 corridor would not notably enhance the  effectiveness of noise 
abatement structures.

With respect to the use of native species in project landscaping, 
as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.17, Natural Communities,  the 
use of native species for revegetation efforts would be required 
in a number of locations (e.g., areas adjacent to extant native 
habitats), and would be used to the extent possible and appropriate 
in landscaped areas.

Caltrans shares your concerns regarding the intentional landscape 
use and/or accidental spread or dispersal of non-native invasive 
species.  This issue is addressed in Section 3.22, Invasive Species,
of the EIR/EIS.  Specifically, this analysis identifies federal and 
state standards related to invasive species that are applicable to 
the proposed project, including Executive Order 13112, which 
requires federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of 
invasive species, and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
guidance which directs the use of the State noxious weed list to 
identify invasive plants that must be considered as part of the project 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis.  Section 3.22
also includes similar requirements regarding revegetation and 
landscaping, as well as addressing removal of existing invasive 
species where they are located within project work areas, and 
developing partnerships with the lagoon foundations and landowners 
to simultaneously work to eradicate similar invasive species outside 
of project impact areas.
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Responses to Warren Woolcott

01
02

03

04

01

02

Thank you for your comment regarding a preference for the 
No Build alternative. It is part of the public record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency. Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for implementing 
only the highway improvement portion of the plan. Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options. Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.
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03

04

Regarding soundwalls and associated potential community effects, 
because the project design process is ongoing, the exact design 
and location of project soundwalls cannot be provided at this time.  
Preliminarily “reasonable and feasible” soundwall locations were 
provided on Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14s through 2-2.14ao,
now contained in Appendix K.  Soundwall information has now 
been updated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through
67. EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, assesses a number 
of potential impacts related to soundwalls (and other facilities), 
including effects to views both within and outside the freeway 
corridor, a potential “tunnel effect” from the installation of walls 
and other structures along the corridor margins, and the increased 
proximity of local viewers to facilities such as soundwalls.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than substantial 
nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor and 
enters the surrounding community. 

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear 
in nature, and although substantial change is discussed for 
specific locations in Section 3.14, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/
EIS, modifications to I-5 are not expected to change the entire 
character of the communities already crossed by this highway.  
The location of this route in the coastal zone, combined with the 
underlying topography and varying natures of the coastal towns it 
crosses, make this route uniquely San Diegan. 
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02

01

Thank you for your positive comments regarding the adequacy of 
the plan.  

Regarding your comments about not concreting over any more 
of beautiful coastal California, following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to 
Topical Response ”Projected Growth” for information on regional 
growth projections and the associated need for the project.  

Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
project relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 
corridor and enters the surrounding community.

01

Responses to Joan Bach
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02 Your preference for the No Build alternative is part of the public 
record.  

Regarding comprehensive public transportation, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.  
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Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of 
elevated lanes above the center of the freeway.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a discussion of the 
extensive alternatives analysis conducted for the I-5 corridor 
in 2000, which included elevated sections of the freeway and 
monorail alternatives.  Those alternatives were eliminated from 
further consideration based on the screening and analysis.

Regarding monorail and other forms of alternative transit, 
please note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County Corridor 
transportation addressing improvements to a wide range of 
transportation options (including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways).  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

01

02

01

Responses to Robert L. Barto
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02 With regard to air pollution, the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions 
because it will reduce congestion.  Please refer to Topical 
Response ”Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted 
pollutants with project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

With regard to dependency on oil, the energy use associated 
with project construction and operation is evaluated in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy.  As described in that section, post-
construction and operational energy requirements of the facility 
are anticipated to be less than those associated with the No 
Build alternative.  These savings are expected to offset increased 
energy requirements associated with project construction.
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01

02

01 Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns along 
the west side of I-5, just north of Poinsettia Lane.  As outlined in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach or 
exceed a level of 67 decibels and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners.  The noise 
receptors represented by receptor R14.2 are projected to receive 
noise levels of approximately 65 dBA with project implementation, 
and therefore are not considered to be significantly impacted.  In 
addition, these residences are shielded by a row of hotels and 
commercial receivers and are located behind an existing six-foot 
property wall.  As a result, a soundwall located along the right-of-
way would not provide “feasible” noise reduction to these second 
row receivers. 

02 With respect to your concern regarding increased noise and 
associated sound reflection from a proposed retaining wall, such 
walls may have the potential to reflect a small amount of noise, 

Responses to Anthony S. Basile
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but the proposed retaining wall on the east side of the I-5 is not 
expected to reflect sufficient noise to result in adverse noise 
impacts to the location in question.  Based on the noise study 
performed, the presence of several large commercial structures 
that represent a potential shielding factor, and the related setback 
between I-5 and properties west of Avenida Encinas, it is not 
anticipated that these properties would be subject to significant 
noise impacts, even with the inclusion of retaining walls on the 
east side of I-5.   

02
cont.
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01 

02 

03 

04 

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns along the 
west side of I-5 near Poinsettia Lane.  Your comments regarding 
Section 4-21, Table 4-6 are unclear, as these references do not 
appear to correspond to the EIR/EIS, Noise Study Report, or 
Noise Abatement Decision Report.  Please refer to the responses 
to your previous comments with regard to the lack of a planned 
sound barrier along the west side of I-5 just north of Poinsettia 
Lane and the potential for reflection of noise from the proposed 
retaining wall on the east side of the freeway.

With regard to gaps between buildings funneling noise into “hot 
spots” on the west side of I-5, it is important that sound travels in 
a line-of-sight direction, and does not “flow” the way water does.  
Areas between buildings would have less noise attenuation than 
those shielded by buildings, but the properties of sound  are such 
that noise blocked by the buildings would not be “funneled” through 
the areas between the buildings.  The locations of buildings, walls, 
and topographic features were taken into account in the noise 
modeling conducted for the project.

Responses to Anthony Basile
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The procedures for evaluating noise impacts and potential 
abatement measures are described in Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”  Numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3 Sheets 1 through 67, and Section 3.15), 
but would not be needed and would be too expensive to build 
along the entire route. Soundwalls along the entire route also 
would generate excessive and unnecessary visual impacts.  
Although the Noise Study Report evaluated 82 soundwalls totaling 
a length of approximately 21 miles, many of these walls have been 
preliminarily determined not to be “reasonable” and/or “feasible” 
in accordance with the protocols.  As noted in the response to 
your previous comments, the noise receptors in this location are 
not considered to be significantly impacted, and placement of a 
wall to shield the “second row” noise receptors is not considered 
“feasible.”  

03

04 The noise levels at your home are anticipated to closely approximate 
those at noise receptor R14.2, 6932 Waters End Drive.  As shown 
in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.29, noise levels at this location are projected 
to be 65 decibels (dBA) with project implementation, a 2 dBA 
increase from existing levels.  As described in the project 2007 
Noise Study Report, changes of three dBA or less generally are 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear; therefore, the 
projected 2-dBA increase is not anticipated to be perceptible.  It 
should also be noted that this sound level corresponds to peak hour 
noise levels; noise levels during nighttime hours are anticipated to 
be lower due to reduced levels of traffic.  Additionally, standard 
construction is considered to result in attenuation of approximately 
15 dBA from exterior to interior noise levels.  As noted above and 
in Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” attenuation is 
considered when noise levels would approach 67 dBA.  
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01 
01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvement programs for mass transit.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes. 

Response to Sharon Beckas
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01 

02 

Thank you for your positive comments regarding the “proposed 
bike facilities planned at the Genesee-Sorrento Valley section.”  
Your comments are part of the public record. 

In regards to your request for bike routes and lanes along the I-5 
corridor, one of the community enhancements being coordinated 
with the local cities is the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail effort, 
which would connect off-street bike lane portions located in 
Caltrans right-of-way to city street bike lanes throughout the North 
Coast Corridor (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast 
Regional and Community Enhancement Projects).  A number of 
local bicycle and pedestrian trail connections also are included as 
proposed community enhancements.  The specific enhancements 
proposed in each city were determined in conjunction with that 
city.  Access ramps along I-5 are signal-controlled.  Existing and 
planned bike lanes and paths consider the presence of adjacent 
vehicular traffic and would be subject to these signals.  The signals 
provide an acceptable measure of safety for cyclists attempting to 
navigate traffic.

01

Responses to Carol Carr
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02 Regarding your comment concerning tax dollars being directed 
toward bike and pedestrian facilities – funds from the TransNet 
program, approved by the voters, are distributed to transportation 
projects in general.  TransNet monies are divided into rough thirds, 
with approximately one-third each going to highways, transit and 
local roadways, respectively.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes, 
including bike and pedestrian facilities.
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01 

01 Thank you for your positive comments regarding the public meeting 
and related I-5 improvements.  Your comments are part of the public 
record.   As you note, the Public Works Plan/Transportation and 
Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), in combination 
with the proposed I-5 NCC Project, establish a program of projects 
for the long-term improvement of transportation in the project 
corridor and beyond.  

Response to Mike Crull
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01 

02 

04 

03 

Thank you for your comment regarding a preference for the 
8+4 Buffer alternative. It is part of the public record.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Consistent with your preference, the 
Preferred Alternative is a refined 8+4 Buffer alternative, which was 
the smallest of the build alternatives proposed in the EIR/EIS. 

01

02 Regarding your concern of losing your property as a result of the 
project – only the 10+4 Buffer alternative would result in property 
being acquired in Solana Beach.  It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid 
and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing highway 
system.  As described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the 
EIR/EIS, the proposed project has been designed to minimize 

Responses to Darlena Del Mar
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impacts, where possible, by acquiring the reduced amounts of 
right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint in order to minimize 
impacts to existing structures while still meeting project objectives.  
It is not anticipated that your property at 832 Ida Avenue would 
be acquired as a result of this project. An ultimate conclusion 
regarding your property will be based on the alternative selection 
of the decision makers and final project design.  For more 
information regarding property acquisition and valuation, please 
refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition 
Valuation.” 

The existing I-5 corridor currently experiences severe congestion 
during peak hours.  The proposed project would increase the 
capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve both existing and reasonably 
anticipated future congestion, through the design year of 2050.  In 
order to accommodate the breadth of future transportation needs, 
I-5 improvements are necessary and will work in conjunction with 
similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Projected 
Growth” and “Project Lifespan” regarding accommodation of 
growth and limited lifespan of transportation improvements.  

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.   Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options, as well as Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.  

02
cont.

03
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Although I-5 improvements would not solve all congestion issues, 
as noted in Topical Response ”Multimodal System” and the above 
response, it would result in necessary upgrades that would work 
in conjunction with similar improvements to rail, bus, local streets, 
and bicycle and pedestrian facilities, in order to accommodate 
the breadth of future transportation needs.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the lifespan of the 
proposed improvements.

04
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01 

03 

04 

02 

05 

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding converting existing lanes 
to High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes, rather than widening 
the freeway.  As described in Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives,” many alternatives were considered to the proposed 
project, including varied combinations of general purpose lanes, 
carpool (HOV) lanes, managed lanes, and auxiliary lanes.  During 
analysis for the project, however, it was determined that four HOV/
Managed Lanes would be the minimum amount of additional lanes 
that would adequately address projected growth.  Please refer to 
Topical Response ”Projected Growth”  for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic. 
   
With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed project, 
the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion 
along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial 
number of additional trips, as described in detail in Topical Response 
”Projected Growth.”  Regarding potential project-related impacts from 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate

Responses to C. Faye Duggan
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Change, analyzes project-associated GHG emissions, including 
a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  Overall, project implementation would be expected 
to substantially lower I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from no build 
conditions by enhancing operations and improving travel times 
through reduction of congestion.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Climate Change” for additional information regarding GHG emissions 
in California, research by Caltrans on this topic, and tons per day of 
carbon dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the project.

02
cont.

03 With respect to your comment regarding converting existing 
lanes to HOV lanes to encourage mass transit use, carpooling, 
and van-pools – although converting existing lanes to HOV lanes 
would not adequately accommodate  the projected growth (see 
the response to your Comment 01), Caltrans agrees that HOV/
Managed Lanes encourage mass transit use.  Accordingly, 
following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  The only through lanes proposed as 
part of the Preferred Alternative are HOV/Managed Lanes, which 
would accommodate mass transit bus use, car pooling, van pools, 
etc.  For more information about mass transit, please refer to 
Topical Response ”Mass Transit.”

04 No one answer is appropriate for all segments of our State highway 
system: congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject to 
specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are projected 
to be appropriate for this segment of I-5.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of 
projected growth in traffic over time and Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation improvements, 
which change over time and can be iterative. 

05 Please refer to Topical Response Visual/Community Effects for 
information regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the 
proposed project relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the 
anticipated less than substantial nature of project effects as the 
viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.
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02 

03 

04 

01 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding your concern for using California concrete or rock 
quarry materials in lieu of imported materials, it is anticipated that 
aggregate materials used for this project will be from California 
rock quarries and not imported from outside sources.  

01

It is uncertain whether your comment regarding the location of 
“drop yards” refers to project construction staging areas, or to 
drop-off locations of semi-trailers with excavated material as one 
means of  potentially improving the efficiency of its transfer to 
another location under certain circumstances.  Specific means 
of transferring material may be determined by the contractor in 
coordination with Caltrans.  However, as stated in Section 3.13, 
Hazardous Waste/Materials, most excavated material will be 
available for reuse on site.  The material that is not reused will 
go to the appropriate landfill facility, depending on the location of 

02

Responses to Otto Emme
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the soil excavated and whether or not the material is considered 
hazardous.  Construction staging is anticipated to occur within the 
I-5 right-of-way.  Thus, no impacts are anticipated beyond those 
disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS.

Although specific data regarding the schedule of construction is 
not available at this time, timing of activities is planned considering 
both potential noise and traffic impacts.  As identified in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15.4, noisier operations would be planned to occur at 
times that would be least sensitive to noise receptors.  To the 
extent practicable given that constraint, construction-related 
activities are generally focused during non-peak hours to minimize 
traffic delays.  Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, of the EIR/EIS requires the preparation 
of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to minimize delays during 
construction.  The TMP would encompass a Public Awareness 
Program to distribute such information as construction schedules 
and locations, as well as a Traffic Operations Strategies 
Program to implement and evaluate on-the-ground efforts to 
address traffic-related concerns including road closures and 
alternate route strategies.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Construction Traffic.” 

02
cont.

03

Regarding your comment about budget accountability, the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the regional 
planning agency responsible for disbursing funds to various modes 
of transportation throughout the County.  SANDAG has numerous 
committees designed to provide opportunities for citizens, elected 
officials, agency staff, and representatives of civic and community 
groups to become involved in programs within the region.  Please 
reference tracking of TransNet monies (transportation funding 
provided by a half-cent regional sales tax approved by the voters) 
and the TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, 
which was formed to provide a higher level of accountability for 
expenditure of funds, at http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?comm
itteeid=75&fuseaction=committees.detail. More information about 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is available 
at its home page at www.sandag.org.

04
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You are also encouraged to visit the TransNet Dashboard at www.
transnettrip.com, to view the status of the I-5 NCC Project.  This 
website was created to keep the public informed on TransNet 
projects and provides up-to-date schedule, budget, and expenditure 
information. 

04
cont.
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01 

02 

03 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding your concern of losing half of the condominium complex 
you reside in as a result of the project – only one of the build 
alternatives would result in property being acquired in Solana 
Beach.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/
or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing highway 
system.  As described in Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the 
EIR/EIS, the proposed project has been designed to minimize 
impacts, where possible, by acquiring the reduced amounts of 
right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint in order to minimize 
impacts to existing structures while still meeting project objectives.  

01

Responses to Veronica Grandpre



UTC PUBLIC HEARING (August 3, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-221

03

01
cont.

02

It is not anticipated that property in the community referenced 
in your letter would be acquired as a result of this project.  An 
ultimate conclusion regarding property acquisition will be based 
on the alternative selection of the decision makers and final project 
design.  For more information regarding property acquisition, 
please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.” 

Although funding sources are constrained due to larger economic 
issues, upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic Highway 
Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.  Although 
I-5 improvements would not solve all congestion issues, as noted in 
Topical Response ”Multimodal System,” it would result in necessary 
upgrades that would work in conjunction with similar improvements 
to rail, bus, local streets, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
order to accommodate the breadth of future transportation needs.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Projected Growth” and 
“Project Lifespan” regarding accommodation of growth, and the 
lifespan of transportation improvements, respectively.  

The TransNet program is a voter approved half-cent sales tax 
for regional transportation projects in San Diego.  The $17 billion 
generated during the 60-year life of the program is distributed to 
transportation projects in general.  TransNet monies are divided into 
rough thirds, with approximately one-third each going to highways, 
transit and local roadways, respectively.  For more information on 
TransNet, please visit www.keepsandiegomoving.com. 
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01 

03 

02 

04 

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding your comment about people wanting to live in livable 
communities, as described in Topical Response ”Multimodal 
System,” a comprehensive regional planning process has been 
undertaken to plan regional growth patterns and determine the 
multimodal transportation system that would best address the 
anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning process include 
the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans 
for more compact, higher density, and walkable, development 
located near transit.  Such changes in land use patterns to 
create more “livable communities” take extended periods of time 
to implement.  This project is intended to be just one part of a 
multimodal system to accommodate projected traffic increases 
through 2050 and would allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions, such as changes to land use patterns.  

Responses to Kyle Hutmaker
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03

02 Regarding your reference to New York and Washington D.C.’s 
focus on public transportation, no one answer is appropriate for all 
cities or transportation systems.  The dense development patterns 
of the two referenced cities allow for heavier use of mass transit.  
Although San Diego is actively working towards increasing use of 
such facilities, the change is expected to take an extended period 
of time; this is because of the required extensive efforts from all 
cities and communities involved, as well as changes in land use 
patterns as referenced in the response to your first comment, and 
changes in the way of life for local commuters.  

With respect to your comment about San Diego “doubling the 
number of commuters who work in UTC,” the role of Caltrans 
is not to project, restrict, or cause future growth; rather, its role 
is to ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, reliable highway 
system that accommodates the growth anticipated by local and 
regional planning agencies.  As seen on Table 1.3.10 of the EIR/
EIS, projected growth of employment in the San Diego area from 
the year 2000 to the year 2030 is 28 percent.  The reduction 
in congestion associated with the proposed project would not 
substantially affect the location, rate, type, or amount of growth 
in the project vicinity, due to other limits on growth, including land 
use controls within local and regional plans and policies and the 
highly urbanized nature of the surrounding land uses.  The project 
is not designed with excess capacity that could induce substantial 
unplanned growth during the design period.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response ”Projected Growth”  regarding accommodation 
of projected growth.

04 With regard to I-5 expansion being a move in the wrong direction 
for the region’s transportation system, please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) 
are expected to require improvements in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.   Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.  
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04
cont.

As stated above, in the response to your second comment, 
Caltrans’ role is not to project, restrict, or cause future growth, but 
rather, to ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, reliable highway 
system that accommodates anticipated growth.
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01 01 Thank you for your comments regarding your preference for 
not converting I-5 to a toll road.  The proposed project would 
maintain the existing free highway lanes.  New lanes would be 
available for use by High Occupancy Vehicles (HOV) or by single-
occupant vehicles with payment of a toll.  The availability of these  
HOV/Managed Lanes would be anticipated to reduce congestion 
in the existing general purpose lanes.

Response to Billie Johnson
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01 

01 Thank you for your comment regarding your preference for the 
use of cement barriers to separate the High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes from the general purpose lanes.  Your 
comments are part of the public record.  

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  This alternative has been identified as 
preferred as it best meets the purpose and need of the project; 
has the smallest footprint and least impacts to natural resources; 
requires the fewest property relocations; and has the lowest 
construction costs.  The 8+4 Barrier alternative and the 10+4 
Barrier alternative would incorporate barriers similar to those 
you request, but would have larger footprints, greater impacts to 
natural resources, require more property locations and would be 
more expensive to build.

Response to Michael Jones
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01 

01 Thank you for your comments regarding your preference for 
the pursuance of 26B – UTC Tunnel for the LOSSAN Corridor, 
as well as your opposition to 26A.  Please note that Caltrans is 
a State agency with responsibility for state highways. Because 
potential rail modifications are within the jurisdiction of another 
agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence such 
activities.  This comment would be better addressed to the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the North 
County Transit District (NCTD), which are responsible for planning 
of improvements related to the railroad corridor.  

Response to Deborah Knight – Friends of Rose Canyon 
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Thank you for your comments regarding improving pedestrian 
access from downtown Cardiff across the railroad tracks to the 
campground and beach via a bridge or below-grade crossing 
at Chesterfield Drive.  Please note that Caltrans is a State 
agency with responsibility for state highways.  Because potential 
modifications to rail right-of-way are within the jurisdiction of 
another agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and the North 
County Transit District (NCTD), which are responsible for planning 
of improvements related to the railroad corridor.  

01 

01

Response to Kathy Knight
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03 

02 

Thank you for your comments and requests for information.  If by 
HSR you are referring to high-speed rail, the high-speed rail and 
I-5 projects do not precisely intersect.   According to the California 
High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 2012 Business Plan, the 
high-speed rail segment from San Francisco to Los Angeles and 
Anaheim is not anticipated to be complete until 2029, with the 
segment from Los Angeles to San Diego following later.  Thus, 
potential traffic benefits associated with high-speed rail would not 
occur until well into the future.  The proposed I-5 improvements 
are considered necessary to address existing congestion, as well 
as that projected to occur in the future.  Employing a planning 
horizon through 2050 for the I-5 NCC Project allows the region to 
work toward complex solutions, such as high-speed rail,  that take 
an extended time period to implement while maintaining the flow 
of regional traffic in the interim.  

01 
01

Regarding impacts on the areas where building materials originate, 
such facilities would be separately addressed as their own project 
under applicable environmental laws.  To fully understand the 

02

Responses to Dillon Miner 



UTC PUBLIC HEARING (August 3, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-230

impacts associated with such processes, the impacts must be 
looked at as a whole, rather than just a portion of the impacts that 
would be associated with the proposed project.  Furthermore, the 
locations where such materials would originate are not known at 
this time, rendering any potential impact analysis speculative.

02
cont.

Your comments are part of the public record.  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.

03
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01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

With respect to noise and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA, or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners.  While noise abatement measures 
generally do not incorporate methods such as window treatments 
for individual residences, Caltrans may consider such measures for 
properties that meet the applicable criteria for “severely impacted” 
noise receptor sites (i.e., where noise levels are projected to be 
at or above 75 dBA with the proposed project.  As referenced in 
your comment letter, the property at 2783 Caminito San Marino 
currently has a noise level of 69 dBA.  The noise level at this 
property is anticipated to increase to 73 dBA. 

A soundwall (S543) was evaluated for this location (refer to  
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 13).  This 14-foot soundwall 

01

Response to Marilyn Rivas
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would replace the eastern side of an existing 7.5-foot-high glass/
block property wall located on the property line and provide a 
“feasible” reduction in highway traffic noise for six multi-family 
residences represented by receptor R4.5 (Table 3.15.9).  Soundwall 
S543 would not be “reasonable” due to the estimated construction 
cost exceeding the “reasonable”cost allowance (Table 3.15.10). 
Cost of acquisition for right-of-way is assumed to be $94,010 for 
this wall, and when added to the construction cost, it exceeds the 
“reasonable”allowance. If the estimated construction cost could 
not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable”allowance, 
construction of S543 would not be recommended (Table 3.15.10). 
If the soundwall is ultimately recommended, it will be added to the 
list of attenuation and/or mitigation measures in the Environmental 
Commitments Record, each of which is required to be implemented 
by the project as described.  Based on the anticipated sound level 
of 73 dBA, the property is not considered a “severely impacted” 
noise receptor that would warrant abatement regardless of cost 
considerations.  An ultimate conclusion regarding whether or not 
this property would be “severely impacted” will be based upon 
final project design and completion of the final Noise Abatement 
Decision Report.  At that time, if this property is identified as 
“severely impacted,” the property owner of record will be contacted.  

For more information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”

01
cont.
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02

03

01

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please refer to your more detailed comments below with regard to 
alternatives, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and compliance 
with California Senate Bill 375 requirements.  Please also refer 
to responses to the Sierra Club’s more detailed letter, located in 
Section 4.6 of this appendix, with regard to impacts to open space 
and wetlands, noise and aesthetic impacts, land use planning, 
and environmental justice.

Several alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including transit-based 
alternatives.  Please note that the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  

With regard to the question of why transportation system 
management (TSM) and/or Transportation Demand Management 
(TDM) alone could not satisfy the need of the project – transportation 
planning agencies agree that the future of transportation is multi-
pronged, with continuation of vehicular travel as well as other modes 
of transportation. Please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the  

02

Responses to Sierra Club San Diego
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EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  No general 
purpose lanes designed to accommodate single-occupancy 
vehicles are proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative.  Project 
elements designed to reduce vehicle miles traveled (VMT) include 
adding bike and pedestrian facilities; providing a competitive option 
to single-occupant vehicles through the express lane system; 
and using fee revenue generated through congestion pricing to 
support transit within the corridor (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.2.3 
for details).  In addition, the I-5 NCC Project includes a number of 
operational and TSM improvements such as ramp meters, vehicle 
detection, and changeable message signs, designed to maximize 
the efficiency of the existing system and to provide improved 
traveler information.  Even with incorporation of these measures, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was the smallest alternative that would 
achieve traffic flow objectives, based on SANDAG Series 10 traffic 
modeling; therefore, use of TSM methods alone would not achieve 
the project objectives. 

The I-5 NCC Project is part of a balanced, multimodal regional 
transportation network, and not a project based on a presumption 
that freeway expansion is the superior strategy, nor does the 
analysis of the freeway expansion constitute a rejection of transit or 
other transportation modes for the corridor.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit.”  Additional information on modal choice is provided in 
the CSMP and the PWP.  The CSMP assessed several options to 
address current and future demand.  This resulted in a solution that 
includes double-tracking the rail corridor, adding HOV/Managed 
Lanes (now identified as express lanes) on I-5, and improving 
regional arterials, bicycle and pedestrian routes and bus, rail, and 
vanpools and carpool services.  Information augmenting the need 
for all transportation modes to be improved within the North Coast 
Corridor has been incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  The North 
Coast Corridor is fully expected to require upgrades to highway, 
train, bus, and non-motorized modes of travel through 2050 in 
order to function adequately.  

02
cont.
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03 Caltrans has considered projected growth and the size of 
improvements needed to accommodate such growth.  The 
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system 
and allow the region to work toward complex solutions, such as 
changes in land use patterns, that take an extended time period 
to implement.  The potential for “induced” or “latent” demand has 
been included in project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/
EIS.  As described, the projected increase of VMT is anticipated 
to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association 
with the proposed project, as a result of implementation of the  
TDM/TSM measures described above and other concurrent 
regional efforts.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth”  for additional information regarding the project’s 
accommodation of anticipated (including latent) traffic, as well as 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding limited lifespan of 
transportation improvements.  
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05

06

04

With regard to eminent domain, engineers are still refining the 
project design and working to minimize the project footprint to 
avoid impacts to properties as much as possible.   The precise 
numbers and dimensions of property required will not be known 
until just prior to acquisition of individual properties.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Property Acquisition” for additional information.

Regarding economic impacts to surrounding businesses – although 
short-term economic losses would be anticipated to businesses 
being relocated, those businesses not being condemned could 
experience an overall beneficial impact from the project, as a 
result of improved accessibility associated with reduced levels of 
congestion.  For more information, please refer to EIR/EIS Section
3.23, Relationship Between Local Short-Term Uses of the Human 
Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-
Term Productivity, and Topical Response “Property Valuation.”

Each property has a unique set of characteristics that will 
be assessed at the point in time the property is required for 
acquisition.  Fair market value is determined by Caltrans’ qualified 
appraisal agents using the guidance provided by Chapter 7: 
Appraisals, of the California Department of Transportation’s 
“Right of Way Manual.”  In addition, assistance for relocated 
property owners would be available through measures such as 
the State Relocation programs.  For more information, please 
refer to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition 
Valuation” regarding specifics of property acquisition and valuation 
for purchase of whole or part parcels.  

As noted in EIR/EIS Section 3.2, Growth, the conclusions 
regarding project-related potential of inducing growth were based 
on the Community Impact Assessment (CIA), October 2007 and 
the Barrio Carlsbad Community Cohesion Report, June 2008.  
The design of the project was based on regional growth forecasts, 
which are prepared by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG).

04

05
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05
cont.

All foreseeable potential project impacts have been evaluated.  
This project is not anticipated to increase development in the 
unincorporated areas of San Diego County.  The proposed project 
would run through several highly urbanized cities and would 
accommodate anticipated growth in the area, based on local and 
regional planning efforts.  Because the North Coast Corridor is 
already highly urbanized, it is not anticipated to become more so 
or have increased development based solely on the proposed 
improvements.  Other constraints are involved; such as land use 
controls within local and regional plans and policies as well as the 
limited space available for further development.  Several factors are 
involved that would limit growth of the unincorporated communities 
in San Diego County.  Among others is the need for improvements 
to several arterial highways that would connect these communities 
to a more densely populated area, with increased opportunities for 
employment.  The proposed I-5 improvements alone would not 
allow for ease of commute to the unincorporated areas in San 
Diego County.   Also, this project is not designed with excess 
capacity that could induce substantial unplanned growth during 
the design period.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” for more information on this subject.

06 With regard to compliance with CA SB 375, as described in 
Topical Response ”Multimodal System,” a comprehensive regional 
planning process has been undertaken to plan regional growth 
patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system that 
would best address the anticipated growth.  Key products of this 
planning process include the Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern 
contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, and 
walkable development located near transit, which would help to 
address the problem of people working far from where they live.  
Such changes to land use patterns to create more “sustainable 
communities” take extended periods of time to implement.  This 
project is intended to be just one part of a multimodal system 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 and 
would allow the region to work toward complex solutions, such 
as changes to land use patterns.  Please refer to the response 
to your third comment with regard to the potential for the project 
to induce additional travel (“latent demand”), and the response to 
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your second comment regarding the interaction between transit 
and the need for the proposed improvements.  

EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an analysis of 
associated GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation 
of potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  Overall, 
project implementation would be expected to substantially lower 
I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from no build conditions through 
relieving traffic congestion.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Climate Change” for additional information regarding GHG 
emissions in California, research by Caltrans on this topic, tons 
per day of carbon dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the 
project, and California Assembly Bill (CA AB) 32 and CA SB 375 
compliance.  As the project would reduce GHG emissions, no 
associated mitigation is required.

The 2050 Regional Transportation Plan includes the 8+4 scenario 
along with other multimodal solutions, and forecasts countywide 
reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by 
CA AB 32 and CA SB 375.  Thus, the project would be consistent 
with the applicable goals related to GHG emissions.

06
cont.
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01 

02 

03 

Thank you for your comments regarding the public meeting held 
at Westfield UTC.  They are part of the public record.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format” for information on why 
the open house format is preferred for community meetings.  

01

Your preference for the No Build alternative is part of the public 
record.

With regard to your preference for smart growth, a comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to plan regional 
growth patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system 
that would best address the anticipated growth.  Key products of 
this planning process include the Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern 
contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, 
and walkable, development located near transit.  Changes in land 
use patterns and smart growth can, however, take an extended 
period of time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to 

02

Responses to Belinda Smith
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02
cont.

maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  These improvements would 
allow the time necessary for the region to work toward complex 
solutions, such as smart growth.

Regarding your desire for more public transportation, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvements in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.   
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvement programs for mass transit.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
for information on issues related to use of public highway funding 
for alternative transportation modes. 

03
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04

01 

02 

03 

01 Thank you for your comments regarding the adequacy of proposed 
sound mitigation, which are part of the public record.  

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall S664 
was evaluated for the east side of I-5 between Santa Fe Drive and 
Encinitas Boulevard.  Based on the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures as required 
by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in 
Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” it was determined 
that Soundwall S664 was neither “reasonable” nor “feasible” as 
the estimated cost of construction would exceed the “reasonable” 
allowance and a five-decibel (dBA) reduction in noise would not be 
attained.  Based on these considerations, Soundwall S664 would 
not be recommended as proposed, although “severely impacted” 
noise receptors represented in this location by noise receptor 
R10.13 (Seacoast Community Church), could receive individual 
abatement.  The R10.13 property abuts I-5 and is surrounded 
by an open parking lot.  Based on the Google Maps location of 

Responses to Carlos Soledade
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521 Gardena Court on the far side of Regal Road and shielded by 
a row of houses, noise from I-5 would not fall within the “severe” 
category.  If the individual abatement provided for R10.13 consists 
of a soundwall, however, some additional shielding may occur for 
structures shielded from the freeway by the church.  Please note 
that an ultimate conclusion regarding whether or not this property 
would be “severely impacted” will be based upon final project 
design and completion of the final Noise Abatement Decision 
Report.  For more information regarding general soundwall 
evaluation and location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations.”  

01
cont.

As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, noise receptors 
were identified for the establishment of baseline conditions and 
assessment of project-related noise effects in conformance with 
applicable Caltrans and FHWA standards and guidance.  Given 
the standard attenuation of roadway noise with distance (i.e., a 
three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), combined with 
attenuation from intervening structures, associated future noise 
levels at noise receptors at a greater distance from the freeway 
are expected to be less than those described for the nearest 
noise receptors.  As described above, properties farther from the 
freeway are not anticipated to be “severely impacted.”

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Property Valuation” for information regarding factors affecting 
residential property value based on potential transportation project 
effects.  Based solely on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated.  

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01, provided above, 
with regard to proposed noise mitigation.  Your preference for the 
No Build alternative or construction of a soundwall between Santa 
Fe Road and Encinitas Boulevard is part of the public record.  

02

03

04
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01

01 Thank you for your comments regarding desire for a soundwall 
north of Santa Fe Drive, which are part of the public record. 

As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall S664 
was evaluated for the east side of I-5 between Santa Fe Drive and 
Encinitas Boulevard.  Based on the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures as required 
by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol and described in 
Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations,” it was determined 
that Soundwall S664 was neither “reasonable” nor “feasible” as 
the estimated cost of construction would exceed the “reasonable” 
allowance and a five decibel reduction in noise would not be 
attained.  Based on these considerations, Soundwall S664 would 
not be recommended as proposed, although “severely impacted” 
noise receptors represented in this location by noise receptor 
R10.13 Seacoast Community Church), could receive individual 
abatement.  The R10.13 property abuts I-5 and is surrounded 
by an open parking lot.  Based on the Google Maps location of 

Response to Kirsten Soledade



UTC PUBLIC HEARING (August 3, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-245

521 Gardena Court on the far side of Regal Road and shielded by 
a row of houses, noise from I-5 would not fall within the “severe” 
category.  If the individual abatement provided for R10.13 consists 
of a soundwall, however, some additional shielding may occur for 
structures shielded from the freeway by the church.  Please note 
that an ultimate conclusion regarding whether or not this property 
would be “severely impacted” will be based upon final project 
design and completion of the final Noise Abatement Decision 
Report.  At that time, if this property is identified as “severely 
impacted,” the property owner of record will be contacted.  For 
more information regarding general soundwall evaluation and 
location analysis in accordance with the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol, please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations.”  

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects.  Based solely 
on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated because a number 
of larger factors drive property values in the San Diego region. 
These factors include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, 
accessibility to public facilities and amenities, neighborhood 
affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as well as a potential increase in property 
values over time.  

As described in the project 2007 Noise Study Report, changes 
of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  EIR/EIS Table 3.15.21 shows that sound levels 
at Seacoast Community Church would be projected to increase by 
one decibel with the proposed project, relative to existing noise 
levels.  The potential increase at your home, at a greater distance 
from the freeway and shielded by intervening structures, would 
be expected to be less than this amount, and therefore is not 
anticipated to be perceptible.

Your preference for a No Build alternative or construction of a 
soundwall between Santa Fe Road and Encinitas Boulevard is 
part of the public record. 

01
cont.
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01 

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that 
Caltrans has worked with each of the cities along the project 
corridor to develop a number of potential enhancement projects, 
as described in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects.  Because the project generally 
would improve rather than adversely impact recreational facilities 
and would enhance access within the community, implementation 
of new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect 
on quality of life of San Diego County residents overall. 

Responses to Marcia Stanley
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01 

03 

04 

02 

01 Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on the 
coastline corridor and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that Caltrans 
has worked with the cities along the corridor to develop a number 
of potential enhancement projects, with those most advantageous 
to residents of Del Mar including the Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced 
Trail and Bridge on west side of I-5 at San Dieguito Lagoon; and the 
I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of San Diego, intended 
to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project 
corridor.  Based on these community enhancements as well as 
others to the north and south, improvement of an existing major 
facility, and additional efforts to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
project-related impacts described in Topical Response “Visual/

Responses to Donna Szydelko
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02

01
cont.

Community Effects,” implementation of new project features is not 
expected to have an adverse effect on the quality of life in north 
coastal San Diego. 

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvements in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.   Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvement programs for mass transit.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes. 

Regarding your suggestion of using San Francisco’s BART as an 
example instead of the Los Angeles transportation system – many 
alternatives were considered in the initial planning phase.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of 
alternatives evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including light rail.  These 
considerations led to the conclusion stated above, in the response 
to your Comment 02.  Although Caltrans agrees that mass transit 
is an important part to any transportation system, Caltrans is 
only responsible for implementing the needed improvements to 
highways.  Improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  

03

Your comments regarding the public meeting held at Westfield 
UTC are part of the public record.    

With regard to the omission of the I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors 
project from the presentation, the county’s freeway system is highly 
interrelated, and many of its segments will require improvement 
in order to meet future transportation demands.  It is, however, 
not practicable to wait until plans are available for the entire 
system before commencing analysis of any one element.  As a 
result, project limits are determined based on whether they have 

04
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“independent utility.”  In this case, the I-5 NCC Project would serve 
to relieve congestion on the focused freeway segment regardless 
of whether other improvements are made along I-5.  Separate 
environmental analysis is therefore appropriate for the I-5 / SR-56 
Direct Connectors project.  Although not specifically discussed in 
the presentation, the project was one of the projects evaluated 
for potential cumulative impacts in EIR/EIS  3.25, Cumulative 
Impacts.  The Draft EIR/EIS for the I-5 / SR-56 Interchange project 
was released in May 2012, with a final document anticipated for 
release in late 2013.

04
cont.
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Responses to Scott Allen

CARLSBAD PUBLIC HEARING (August 17, 2010) ─ COMMENTS

01

02

Thank you for your comment expressing support for the I-5 NCC 
Project.  Your comments are noted and have been included as part 
of the public record.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Project Lifespan” for more information regarding 
lifespan of improvements.

Consistent with your expressed preference for using colored and 
decorative concrete, as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, measures to minimize the visual effects of soundwalls 
and retaining walls may include use of integral concrete colors.  A 
set of project design guidelines, containing detailed architectural 
and landscape mitigation guidance that reflects comments 
received from the public and applicable agency staff, would be 
prepared in consultation with the Caltrans District 11 Landscape 
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cont.
02 Architect.  During project design and construction, it would be the 

responsibility of the District Landscape Architect to analyze the 
visual effects of specific project features, synthesize applicable 
mitigation measures from the EIR/EIS and the design guidelines, 
and apply those requirements to actual design features in specific 
locations.
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01

Response to Stephen Baloglu

01

Thank you for your comment regarding noise concerns in the area 
west of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane in the City of Carlsbad 
(6914 Waters End Drive).  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, noise measurements were taken at representative locations 
(noise receptors) within the project limits for reasons including the 
establishment of baseline conditions and assessment of project-
related noise effects.  These representative measurement locations 
are used to verify the results of noise modeling conducted for the 
project.  As illustrated on Table 3.15.29, existing noise levels along 
Waters End Drive range from approximately 61 decibels (dBA; at 
6968 Waters End Drive) to 63 dBA (at 6908 Waters End Drive).  
These levels are substantially less than the 67 dBA threshold that 
triggers requirements to lessen anticipated noise levels from a 
project.

All project-related noise measurements and modeling were 
conducted in conformance with applicable Caltrans and FHWA 
standards and guidance, including the selection of noise receptor 
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01
cont.

01 
cont.

locations.  While existing and projected sound levels are not 
reported for every residence along Waters End Drive, the noted 
noise receptors are considered to be representative of the 
neighborhood.  

With respect to potential noise from the identified soundwall on the 
east side of I-5, while soundwalls do have the potential to reflect 
a small amount of noise, any potential increase in noise levels in 
the subject area would be minor based on these  considerations:  
(1) the width of the freeway corridor would provide attenuation and 
dissemination of any reflected noise from the identified soundwall 
on the east side of I-5; (2) future noise levels west of the freeway 
would be below established regulatory guidelines for abatement; 
(3) the presence of several large intervening commercial structures 
would provide potential shielding from freeway noise; and (4) the 
location of the subject area approximately 500 feet west of the I-5 
corridor would provide attenuation.  

The project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach or exceed a level of 67 dBA and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners.  The noise receptors along Waters End Drive are projected 
to receive noise levels of approximately 64 to 66 dBA with project 
implementation.  In addition, these residences are shielded by a 
row of hotels and commercial buildings and are located behind an 
existing six-foot property wall.  As a result, a soundwall located 
along the right-of-way would not provide “feasible” noise reduction 
to these second-row receivers.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise analysis and soundwall considerations.   
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Response to Barbara Beeby

01

01

Thank you for your comments regarding the length of the proposed 
auxiliary lane at Poinsettia Lane.  Your comments are now part of the 
public record.  The need for auxiliary lanes was determined based 
on traffic “weaving analysis” documented in the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual (HDM) Index 504.7.  The HDM specifies number 
of vehicles per hour that can be accommodated within a weaving 
lane.  Where weaving lanes exceed (or are projected to exceed) the 
threshold of 1,800 vehicles per hour, an auxiliary lane is proposed.  
The length of the proposed auxiliary lane has been designed to 
provide an adequate weaving distance from the general purpose 
lanes to the Poinsettia Lane off-ramp, as well as to accommodate 
vehicle queues exiting the freeway at this interchange during the 
peak traffic periods so that they do not obstruct traffic flows in the 
general purpose lanes.  As you indicated, extending the auxiliary 
lane all the way south to La Costa Boulevard would require a wider 
bridge over the Batiquitos Lagoon, which would result in additional 
impacts to the lagoon.  As described in Topical Response “Lagoon 
Evaluations”, substantial efforts have been made to minimize such 
effects during project design.  As the threshold is not (or is not 
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01
cont.

projected to be) exceeded, potential impacts to adjacent uses and 
resources (human and natural) outweighed proposing expanding 
the project footprint.  Furthermore, the acceleration lane from the 
Poinsettia Lane southbound on-ramp and the deceleration lane 
to the Poinsettia Lane northbound off-ramp would continue to be 
available, following its removal and replacement to accommodate 
the proposed addition of the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes.
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01

Response to Gloria Carranza

01

Thank you for your comments recommending connectivity of 
proposed transit facilities with the San Elijo Campus of Mira Costa 
College.  Your comments are part of the public record.  Coordination 
between Caltrans and the City of Encinitas did not result in a 
pedestrian and bicycle trail between the proposed Manchester 
Avenue transit station and proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility as 
one of the community enhancement projects proposed as part of 
the I-5 NCC Project.  Additional funding would need to be identified 
and acquired, and additional right-of-way may be required for this 
facility.  Mira Costa students would still be served and benefit 
from the proposed facilities that would be approximately one mile 
away.  It should be noted that the project does not preclude the 
future construction of such a pedestrian and bicycle trail by other 
agencies and sponsors.  
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Responses to Gloria Carranza

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential for reflected 
noise to occur east of the freeway at 1015 Chestnut Avenue, in 
the area between Tamarack Avenue and Carlsbad Village Drive, 
due to the identified construction of soundwalls on both sides of 
the freeway (i.e., S810 and S811).  While soundwalls do have the 
potential to reflect a small amount of noise, any potential increase 
in noise levels at the subject property would be minor based on 
the following considerations: (1) the width of the freeway corridor 
would provide attenuation and dissemination of any reflected noise 
from the identified soundwalls; and (2) as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, the construction of soundwall S810 would 
abate future (with project) noise levels such that the 67 dB noise 
abatement criterion would be met with a 16-foot or less soundwall 
(refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.35).  

With respect to parking concerns, only the 10+4 Barrier alternative 
would require modifications to a portion of Pio Pico Drive, 
including the segment of the roadway that fronts Holiday Park.  

02
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02

02
cont.

This build alternative would result in the loss of approximately 
40 on-street parking spaces along the east side of the roadway.  
As described in Section 3.1.3, Park and Recreational Facilities, 
under Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 
as well as in Appendix A, Resources Evaluated Relative to the 
Requirements of Section 4(f), there is adequate parking capacity 
in the existing parking lots at the park along Eureka Place as well 
as along surrounding roadways to accommodate users of Holiday 
Park.  None of the other build alternatives, including the Preferred 
Alternative, would affect parking along Pio Pico Drive  
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Responses to Jim Coniglio

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential design 
of Soundwall S736 located in the area east of I-5 and south of 
Poinsettia Lane (and west of the homes located along Linden 
Terrace).  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall 
S736 has been recommended for construction based on evaluation 
of FHWA and Caltrans “feasible” and “reasonable” criteria, and 
would provide appropriate noise abatement for associated noise 
receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.27 and 3.15.28).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on soundwall planning.

While the final design of individual soundwalls has not been 
determined at this time, EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, 
identifies a number of related potential design options to address 
visual concerns, including the use of landscaping, articulated 
facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations), and 
transparent materials to retain desirable views (refer to Final EIR/
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01
cont.

EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122).  The specific 
nature of individual soundwalls will be determined as part of the 
final project design process. 

Regarding the design and operation of High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, access to these lanes would be provided 
by Intermediate Access Points (IAPs) and Direct Access Ramps 
(DARs).  IAPs are at grade and adjacent to the general purpose 
lanes and allow motorists to enter and exit the HOV/Managed 
Lanes from the far left lane of the general purpose lanes (i.e., 
fast lane).  IAPs are proposed at various locations along the I-5 in 
both the northbound and southbound direction.  While there would 
not be an IAP at every freeway exit, signage would be provided 
within the HOV/Managed Lanes to notify motorists in advance of 
the upcoming IAP to use for specific freeway exits so that vehicles 
have adequate time to transition from the HOV/Managed Lanes 
into the general purpose lanes and the freeway exits.  Signage 
would also be provided in the general purpose lanes of upcoming 
IAPs.  Lanes would be striped to provide clear access and transition 
between the general purpose and HOV/Managed Lanes.

DARs provide transit vehicles, carpools, and toll-paying customers 
grade-separated access to the HOV/Managed Lanes without 
using the general purpose lanes.  They are designed to reduce 
travel times and delays for those vehicles, as well as riders using 
nearby transit centers and park and ride lots, by redirecting trips 
from the freeway interchanges and general purpose lanes directly 
to the HOV/Managed Lanes.  DARs are proposed at Voigt Drive 
and Manchester Avenue.  
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Response to Peggy Crane

01

Thank you for your comment expressing support for the I-5 NCC 
Project and a preference for the “maximum expansion” (10+4) 
option with or without barriers.  Your comments are noted and have 
been included as part of the public record.  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
for more information regarding lifespan of improvements.
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Responses to John DiGiacomo

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
in the area west of I-5 and north of Magnolia Avenue in the City 
of Carlsbad (3471 Jefferson Street).  As described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, a soundwall (S810) has been recommended 
for construction in this area based on evaluation of FHWA and 
Caltrans “feasible” and “reasonable” criteria, and would provide 
appropriate noise abatement for associated noise receptors (refer 
to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.35 and 3.15.36).  With implementation 
of this wall, the sound levels at 3460 Harding Street (one block 
closer to the freeway than the subject property) are anticipated to 
remain consistent with current levels.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on soundwall planning.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted and has been 
included as part of the public record.
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Response to Jim Gale

01

Thank you for your comment regarding your preference for 
the 10+4 Barrier alternative.  Following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final  
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

Regarding flyovers at the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, several 
improvements and/or modifications are proposed at this 
interchange, but new flyovers to provide southbound I-5 to 
eastbound SR-78 and westbound SR-78 to southbound I-5 are 
not included in the I-5 NCC Project.  Direct connectors between 
the two roadways would be included as part of a separate SR-78 
project.   
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Responses to James and Mary Geary

01

03

Thank you for your comments regarding project funding.  Your 
comments are noted and have been included as part of the public 
record.  Federal, state, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC 
Project have been identified, and monies are being tracked.  The 
TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee was formed 
to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure of funds.  
The I-5 NCC Project is one of the specific projects being tracked.  
Please reference tracking of TransNet monies (transportation 
funding provided by a half-cent regional sales tax approved by the 
voters) at www.sandag.org.  More information about the oversight 
committee and SANDAG in general is also available at www.
sandag.org.    

Your preference for the 10+4 Barrier alternative is noted.  The 
proposed project has been designed to minimize impacts to 
existing structures while still meeting project objectives by taking 
reduced amounts of additional right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 

02
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03

comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” for additional information about lifespan of 
improvements.  

With respect to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, the project proposes 
improvements and/or modifications to this interchange, including 
modified connector ramps and a new separation structure.  Refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57.
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Responses to Jim Gilbert

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
and the construction of “sound blocks” (soundwalls) in the vicinity of 
Oceanside Boulevard.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners.  To that end, numerous potential soundwalls have been 
identified and evaluated for the project, including Soundwall S862 
located east of I-5 between Oceanside Boulevard and Mission 
Avenue (in association with the Ron Ortega Recreational Park, 
refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 61).  Based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise abatement measures as required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS and Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations”), 
construction of Soundwall S862 is recommended to address 
impacts to “severely impacted” noise receptor R20.2 (refer to 
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With respect to levying fines for individuals using non-mass transit 
facilities to access sites such as the airport, this type of fine is 
not something Caltrans could implement in its role as a highway 
infrastructure provider.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
”Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional information on mass transit options.

Table 3.15.42).  Per the referenced Caltrans Protocol and as 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15.1, however, no additional 
soundwalls are recommended or proposed along the noted 
segment of I-5.  

01 
cont.
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Regarding the Direct Access Ramp (DAR) at Cannon Road, this 
facility has been eliminated from the proposed project based on 
the following considerations: (1) funding for the DAR is not certain; 
and (2) decisions as to future land uses in the associated area are 
still under consideration.  Elimination of the Cannon Road DAR 
would not adversely affect traffic flow as described in the EIR/EIS, 
although it would reduce the overall project cost.  Improvements 
to the Cannon Road Interchange include widening the Cannon 
Road undercrossing structure and minor ramp realignments to 
accommodate the freeway widening.  

The I-5 NCC Project proposes DARs at Voigt Drive and Manchester 
Avenue.  The benefit of a DAR is to provide transit vehicles, 
carpools, and toll-paying customers grade-separated access to 
the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes without using 
the general purpose lanes.  They are designed to reduce travel 
times and delays for those vehicles, as well as riders using nearby 
transit centers and park and ride lots, by redirecting trips from the 
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03
cont.

04
With respect to HOV/Managed Lane design, the project alternatives 
propose HOV/Managed Lanes that would be separated from the 
general purpose lanes with either a barrier or a buffer.  As illustrated 
in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.2a and 2-2.2b in the EIR/EIS, the 
barrier alternatives require a larger footprint and more widening 
compared to the buffer alternatives.  Following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the  
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 

freeway interchanges and general purpose lanes directly to the 
HOV/Managed Lanes.  In addition, DARs are identified in the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) as an integral component of 
the region’s envisioned Managed Lanes network.  The 2050 RTP 
is the adopted long-range transportation planning document for 
the San Diego region.
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04 to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 

in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

The purpose of separating the HOV/Managed Lanes is to provide 
dedicated freeway lanes exclusively for transit vehicles, carpools, 
and toll-paying users.  Barriers and/or buffers deter single occupancy 
vehicles (non-toll paying) from illegally entering the HOV/Managed 
Lanes, thereby reducing their congestion reduction benefit.  

Provision of a buffer separating the HOV/Managed Lanes from 
the general purpose lanes would entail double striping a four-foot- 
wide “painted median.”  Although the buffer would not provide a 
physical barrier to prevent illegal lane changes into and out of the 
HOV/Managed Lanes, motorists do so at their own risk and are 
subject to traffic citations and fines regulated by California law.  
Signage is typically provided along freeways that warn motorists of 
such illegal lane changes and strict enforcement by the California 
Highway Patrol.
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Responses to Luther and Virginia Herrle

03 

01

02 

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project impacts 
to your property, which are part of the public record.  Engineers are 
still refining the project design.  While this takes time and results 
in some uncertainty in the interim, the objective of the process 
is to minimize the project footprint in order to avoid impacts to 
properties as much as possible.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition” for information regarding potential property 
acquisitions.

Regarding property values of properties identified for full or partial 
acquisition, an appraisal would be conducted to determine the 
fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.  Please refer to Topical Response “Acquisition 
Valuation” for additional information.  

With regard to parcels not acquired, substantial adverse impacts to 
property values are not anticipated from project implementation.  
Please refer to the Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value.  

Ms. Rosa M. Macias, Caltrans District 11 Appraisals Branch 
“A” Chief, contacted Mr. and Mrs. Herrle, on June 3, 2011 (via 
telephone and email).  Ms. Macias informed Mr. and Mrs. Herrle 
that the current preliminary design indicates that full acquisition of 
their parcel is not necessary for the I-5 NCC Project.  Ms. Macias 
informed Mr. and Mrs. Herrle that the impact to their parcel is 
identified as a partial acquisition for a footing (soil nail) easement 
and temporary construction easement (TCE) only.

03
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Response to Tom Jernigan

01

Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for the High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lane barrier (as opposed 
to buffer) options due to safety concerns.  Your comments are 
noted and have been included as part of the public record.  The 
project alternatives propose HOV/Managed Lanes that would be 
separated from the general purpose lanes with either a barrier 
or a buffer.  A barrier would provide a concrete barrier that would 
physically separate the HOV/Managed Lanes from the general 
purpose lanes, while a buffer would provide road striping to 
demarcate the different lane types.  It is true that a buffer would 
not provide a physical barrier to prevent illegal lane changes into 
and out of the HOV/Managed Lanes; however, motorists do so at 
their own risk and are subject to traffic citations and fines regulated 
by California law.  
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Response to Richard Kennedy

01
Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for an 
8+2 Barrier alternative.  Your comments are noted and have 
been included as part of the public record.  A Freeway/HOV (8+2) 
alternative was considered, but eliminated from further evaluation 
because it would provide only temporary traffic relief in the corridor 
(refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.6.1 for details).  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.
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Responses to James Knott

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Caltrans regrets that use of the term “trailer park” was considered 
offensive.  The description, contained in EIR/EIS Section 3.21, 
Threatened and Endangered Species, refers to the portion of 
Loma Alta Creek that is immediately upstream of the industrial 
area.  Oceanside RV Park sits adjacent to this portion of the creek.  
The description was simply intended to reflect that there is little 
space available for restoration in that portion of the creek due to 
the proximity of sensitive residential uses.
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03

Regarding the validity of project-related traffic and growth 
projections, such projections are derived from established sources 
such as the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
series forecasts as well as project-specific technical analyses.  
Year 2030 traffic projections, for example, are outlined in  
Final EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast methodology provided in the 
related I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Technical Report #5 Traffic 
Demand Forecasting Report (August 2007).  Specifically, this report 
notes, “The initial forecast modeling was conducted by Caltrans 
using the SANDAG Regional Travel Demand Model Series 10, 
Year 2030 and 2015 forecast…,” with verification and adjustments 
based on considerations including growth rate forecasts and 
anomalies, average daily traffic (ADT) forecasts and adjustments, 
and peak hour traffic forecasts.  Additional description of traffic 
forecast methodology is provided in Section 2.0 of the referenced 
technical report, while additional information on growth forecasts 
is included in Topical Response “Projected Growth.”  Based on the 
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cont.

03

02

06 

05 

03
cont.

04 

described considerations, the noted data sources and analyses 
are based on accepted industry standards and methods, and are 
considered the most appropriate and accurate approach for the 
proposed project. 

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the North 
County Transit District, a public organization, continues to operate 
the Breeze, Coaster, and Sprinter, while SANDAG is responsible 
for future transit planning, programming, development, and 
construction in the North County.  Implementation of the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
already being planned by other agencies.  Please refer also to 
Topical Response “Mass Transit.”

SANDAG is responsible for population tallies and projections 
for San Diego County.  The most recent forecasts, detailed 
in Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS, show a 29 percent increase in 
population in Oceanside between 2000 and 2030.  This project is 
in response to the projected growth in the area and the associated 
need.  Please refer to the Projected Growth for information on 
regional growth projections and economic factors and their relation 
to project need.  

With respect to the Sprinter line, the 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan includes double-tracking of the Sprinter as part of its Revenue 
Constrained Plan; planning for that project is concurrent with 
planning for I-5 North Coast Corridor improvements.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort 
in an attempt to ensure compatibility among various improvement 
plans.  

Regarding potential property impacts, final design has not been 
completed.  More precise design plans would be prepared following 
selection of an alternative, if a build alternative is selected.  The 
Project Features Maps presented in the Draft EIR/EIS (Figures 2.2-
14a through 2-2.14ao), now contained in Appendix K, represented 

05

04
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cont.
05 the 10+4 Buffer alternative because it is the average footprint width 

among the project build alternatives.  The other project alternatives 
have a variable footprint width of up to approximately 12 feet in 
either direction.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

As shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 59 and 60, 
proposed freeway improvements adjacent to the Cavalier 
Mobile Home Estates include proposed soundwall S849 and 
other features, such as a proposed retaining wall, some contour 
grading, and a bioswale.  As shown Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 56 and 57, and described in Section 3.15, Noise, in the  
EIR/EIS, this soundwall would be located along the edge of the 
existing freeway right-of-way with a total length of 1289 feet and 
heights of 12 and 14 feet.  Construction of this soundwall would 
not displace any mobile homes, the clubhouse, or the pool within 
Cavalier Mobile Home Estates.  Caltrans’ preliminary design 
reflects that no mobile homes within Cavalier Mobile Home Estates 
would be displaced by the proposed project.  The pool just west of 
I-5 (and south of Loma Alta Creek) would not be displaced by the 
project either.  The facility that seems to be the clubhouse (same 
facility where the pool is located) also would not be displaced by 
the project.  It should be noted that Caltrans might be impacting 
the driveway east of the pool during construction of the project.  
If this is the case, Caltrans would require two small partial parcel 
acquisitions (southeast corner of the Cavalier Mobile Home 
Estates; Assessor’s Parcel Number 152-320-28).  However, these 
small partial acquisition areas would be on the side slope between 
I-5 and Alpine Lane and would not displace any mobile homes.  
Caltrans would require temporary construction easements (TCEs) 
and footing easements that could impact parking facilities along 
the east side of the parcel.
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With respect to the provision of additional freeway capacity, the 
proposed project is specifically designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial number of additional trips.  To this end, 
associated improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system and 
allow the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes 
in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  The 
proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, 
for example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and 
more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” for additional information regarding the project’s 
accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.

Regarding potential property impacts related to project mitigation 
efforts, the description of Loma Alta Creek in the Summary of the 
EIR/EIS describes the existing alignment and conditions of the 
waterway and identifies possible enhancements of the downstream 
portion of the creek as part of project mitigation.  The portion of 
Loma Alta Creek that traverses the mobile home communities 
flows through a narrow, concrete channel.  As such, there are no 
practicable opportunities to enhance this portion of the creek, and 
Caltrans is not proposing to acquire property within the mobile 
home communities for this purpose.  As discussed above in the 
response to your Comment 05, no homes within Cavalier Mobile 
Homes Estates and the neighboring La Salina Mobile Village would 
be displaced by the project.  The Cavalier Mobile Homes Estates 
pool and Clubhouse also would not be impacted.  Proposed 
mitigation sites are illustrated on Figures 3-17.3a through 3-17.4f 
of the Final EIR/EIS.  



CARLSBAD PUBLIC HEARING (August 17, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-281

cont.
07

07
cont. 

Regarding your concern about changes to land use – local 
jurisdictions control land development, zoning, and growth 
policies within their boundaries.  Related decisions and litigation 
are outside the scope of Caltrans’ authority.
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As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff, the potential for hydraulic changes, including 
peak flow rate and runoff velocities, would be assessed as an 
element of final project design.  Information current at that time 
would be incorporated into the analysis to ensure that the project 
would comply with applicable drainage regulations and permit 
requirements.  The proposed project would not result in impacts to 
the existing water purification or wastewater plants.  

Regarding public communications for the proposed project, we 
apologize if the mobile home park representative was inadvertently 
omitted from prior noticing.  Your request on your comment slip to 
be included on the project mailing list will ensure that this does not 
occur in the future. 

09
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Regarding the need for additional Sprinter facilities, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 04.
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Responses to Elizabeth Landeros

01

01 

02 

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project impacts 
to your property, which are part of the public record.  The proposed 
project has been designed to minimize impacts to existing 
structures while still meeting project objectives by taking reduced 
amounts of additional right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Nonetheless, the number of property 
acquisitions and relocations resulting from the project would be 
minimized to the extent possible through design efforts.  It currently 
is not anticipated that the two referenced properties would be 
subject to acquisition for project improvements.  Based upon 
review of the most recent 8+4 with Buffer alternative, the property 
located at 1022 Pine Avenue would not be impacted by the I-5
NCC Project.  A temporary construction easement (TCE) and a 
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cont.

footing easement would be required from the property located at 
1028 Pine Avenue.  However, the project would not impact the 
house located at 1028 Pine Avenue.

Please also refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” for 
additional information.  

Regarding the use of public transportation, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.   

With respect to air quality (“smog”) concerns, please note that the 
project would be expected to maintain or reduce travel times over No 
Build conditions.  The projected improvement in travel time would 
be consistent with less congestion.  Congested conditions, when 
vehicles idle, result in the greatest amount of emissions output.  
Reduction in idling time would therefore be expected to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion 
of project consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated 
decrease in emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well 
as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.
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Responses to Mary LeBlanc

01

02

03

04

05

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  

With respect to freeway capacity, the proposed project would 
increase the capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve both existing 
and reasonably anticipated future congestion, through the design 
year of 2050.  The design of the project was based on regional 
growth forecasts, which are prepared by the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG), with the full understanding that 
conditions will continue to change over time, potentially requiring 
additional modifications to the system in the future.  Please also 
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cont.

see Topical Response “Project Growth” regarding accommodation 
of anticipated growth and the Project Lifespan Topical Response 
for more information on the lifespan of improvements.

Regarding the potential construction of soundwalls, in accordance 
with the Caltrans August 2006 Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for 
New Highway Construction and Reconstruction Projects (Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol), potential soundwalls are evaluated for 
“feasibility” and “reasonableness” to construct.  The “reasonable” 
determination is basically a cost-benefit analysis.  Regarding 
potential noise concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of 
Poinsettia Lane (834 Bluewater Road), EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, identifies an associated soundwall within Caltrans ROW 
and private property (S750, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 43 through 45).  Soundwall S750 has been recommended 
for construction to provide abatement for “severely impacted” 
noise receptors, with associated project-related noise levels to 
comply with all applicable FHWA and Caltrans noise abatement 
criteria (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.29 and 3.15.30).  Two of the 
most important factors affecting final conclusions relate to potential 
changes during final design and property owner coordination.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on soundwall planning, including detailed 
discussion of the factors considered in determining whether to 
construct a soundwall.

With respect to property acquisitions and valuations, the proposed 
project has been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures 
while still meeting project objectives by taking reduced amounts of 
additional right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint.  As such, 
the number of property acquisitions and relocations resulting from 
the project would be minimized to the extent possible through 
design efforts.  Where such impacts cannot be avoided, affected 
properties would be subject to an appraisal to determine the fair 
market value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.  In addition, assistance for relocated property 
owners would be available through measures such as the State 
Relocation and Last Resort Housing programs.  Please also refer 
to Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition 

04
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Valuation” for additional information regarding property acquisition 
and property valuation, respectively.

Regarding replacement housing, the project is required to comply 
with federal and State law as set forth in the federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act.  
The regulatory requirements include relocation assistance and 
identification of suitable replacement housing.  As compensation 
would be provided at fair market value, it is anticipated that affected 
homeowners would be able to use those funds to purchase 
equivalent property.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
“Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation” for additional 
information regarding property acquisition and property valuation, 
respectively.
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Responses to Magnin

01

02

Thank you for your comment regarding landscaping along I-5.  
Landscaping associated with the proposed project would consist 
of materials that are not highly flammable.

Regarding vector control concerns, maintenance of sewer facilities 
is not within Caltrans’ purview.  Implementation of the proposed 
project is not anticipated to exacerbate any existing issues related 
to potential vectors associated with the existing sewer line.
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01

Response to Nancy Matus

Thank you for your comment regarding your preference for the 
8+4 Buffer alternative.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  As described in Section
3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the Preferred Alternative 
would result in the least amount of property being acquired among 
the build alternatives (refer to Table 3.4.5).

01 
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Responses to Margie Monroy
01

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  With regard to the project’s effects on traffic 
congestion, the proposed project would increase the capacity of 
this portion of I-5 to relieve both existing and reasonably anticipated 
future congestion, through the design year of 2050.  Anticipated 
levels of vehicle delay and congestion duration of the proposed 
project relative to the No Build alternative are presented in Final  
EIR/EIS Tables 3.6.3 through 3.6.5.  No one answer is appropriate 
for all segments of our state highway system; congested portions 
of I-5 in Orange County and Los Angeles are subject to specific 
constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are projected 
to be appropriate for this segment of I-5, and would occur along 
with other regional efforts to address transportation demand 
including changes in land use patterns and improvement of public 
transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical Response  
“Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of projected 
growth in traffic over time and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
regarding the fluid nature of transportation improvements, which 
change over time and can be iterative. 
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02 With regard to alternative transportation, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses  “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options, as well as Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” with regard to use of project funds for mass transit 
options.
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01

Response to Doug Olson

01

Thank you for your comment regarding a preference to lengthen 
the Batiquitos Lagoon Bridge and improve associated water 
flows.  Since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed 
studies have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the 
biology and hydrology of the six lagoons and related waterways 
within the project corridor, including Batiquitos Lagoon.  Based 
on these studies, important new information is provided in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into the Final  
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  Consistent with your comment, the 
crossing at Batiquitos Lagoon is proposed to be lengthened (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Table 2.2.1). 
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Responses to William Pearse

01

02

03 

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

With respect to your comment regarding Carlsbad anticipating 
some build-out, San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
population forecasts indicate a 23-percent increase in the city’s 
population between 2010 and 2040 (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.2.2).  
If needed improvements are not made to accommodate anticipated 
growth, there is the potential for significant impacts to the quality 
of life for local residents.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” for additional information on project-related 
growth concerns.

Regarding the potential shift of Los Angeles and San Diego traffic 
to I-15 (rather than I-5)—as described in Section 2.1, Project
Description, of the EIR/EIS, the main purpose of the I-5 NCC 
Project is to maintain or improve the existing and future traffic 
operations in the I-5 North Coast Corridor, and thereby improve 
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01
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02

the safe and efficient regional movement of people and goods.  
As part of the national Strategic Highway Network, I-5 is identified 
as a route to remain open for all transport needs.  As I-15 does 
not provide a direct route between San Diego and Los Angeles, 
its use would result in additional time and energy costs (as well 
as associated air pollutant emissions).  As a result, users are not 
likely to voluntarily use this alternate route, and Caltrans does not 
have the ability to require members of the public to do so.

With respect to visual concerns from soundwalls and other 
structures—EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  The visual 
impacts of soundwalls are considered against the need to provide 
noise attenuation for the sensitive noise receptors adjacent to 
the freeway.  In many instances, project walls would be located 
only on one side of I-5.  In addition, walls are linear facilities, with 
views shifting as the viewer moves along (or adjacent to) the 
freeway corridor.  Views along the corridor would continue to be 
a mix of open vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, 
and views that are blocked by development.  These views would 
be similar to the existing view conditions, with the latter condition 
addressed to the extent practicable through implementation of 
project measures to address associated potential visual concerns.  
Specifically, these may include efforts such as the corridor-wide 
replacement and/or installation of landscaping enhancements 
to provide visual screening and blending, use of retaining 
walls in applicable locations to reduce grading requirements, 
incorporation of landscaped earthen berms as noise abatement 
facilities where practicable (i.e., in lieu of, or in combination with, 
structural walls), use of articulated or textural facades on retaining 
walls and soundwalls to provide contrast and avoid a monolithic 
appearance, use of transparent materials in soundwall design to 
retain desirable views, and incorporation of terraced designs for 
applicable walls to accommodate associated landscape screening 
(refer to EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122).  
Simulations from representative viewpoints along I-5 are also 
provided in Section 3.7, showing pre- and post-project views from 
applicable locations.  
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03 Regarding the project planning period, Caltrans disagrees that the 
project is not looking forward 30 years.  Specifically, as clarified in 
the Final EIR/EIS, the project planning horizon is 2050, and Caltrans 
has coordinated closely with SANDAG during evaluation and 
planning of the proposed project.  The project is also appropriately 
addressed in the 2050 SANDAG Regional Transportation Plan, 
along with other planned multimodal improvements.  Project 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes 
in land use and transportation patterns that take an extended 
time period to implement.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Mass Transit” for information regarding public transportation 
planning, and to the “Transportation Funding” Topical Response 
for information on the use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.
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01

Response to Fred C. Sandquist

01 

Thank you for your comment regarding the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, 
which has been included as part of the public record.  Although 
the project proposes several improvements and/or modifications 
to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, a new direct westbound SR-78 to 
southbound I-5 ramp is not included in the I-5 NCC Project.  This 
connector would be included as part of a separate SR-78 project.   
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01

Response to Pam Shelter

01

Thank you for your comment regarding construction of the 
soundwall located north of Poinsettia Lane (i.e., S750, refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 through 45).  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall S750 has been 
recommended for construction to provide abatement for “severely 
impacted” noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.29 and 
3.15.30).  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on soundwall planning.
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01

Responses to Kerry Siekmann

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
and noise receptors in the area west of the I-5 corridor and south of 
Cannon Road.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, noise 
measurements were taken at noise sensitive receptor locations 
(noise receptors) within the project limits for reasons including 
the establishment of baseline conditions.  All project-related noise 
measurements were conducted in conformance with applicable 
Caltrans and FHWA standards and guidance, including the selection 
of noise receptor locations.  Due to the predominantly commercial 
nature of existing land uses within the project limits in the described 
area, no associated noise receptors were identified (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 48 and 49).  The closest noise 
receptors within the project limits on the west side of the freeway 
are located on Avenida Encinas to the south (R14.16, refer to  
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 49) and north (R15.1, refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 49).  Projected future noise 
levels at these locations with the project (and without soundwalls) 
are 66 and 73 decibels (dBA), respectively (refer to EIR/EIS 



CARLSBAD PUBLIC HEARING (August 17, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-300

cont.
01

02

02 

03 

Tables 3.15.29 and 3.15.31).  While the noted noise receptors are 
located a considerable distance from the subject property at 5239 
El Arbol, local noise levels within the project limits are anticipated 
to be comparable due to the similar nature of projected traffic 
volumes (refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.2).  Based on these 
considerations, the fact that the subject property is approximately 
1200 feet west of the I-5 corridor and outside the project limits 
(per review of Google Maps), and the standard attenuation of 
roadway noise with distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every 
doubling of distance), associated existing and future noise levels 
are expected to be substantially less than those described for the 
nearest noise receptors.  Accordingly, no additional soundwalls 
are proposed in the subject area.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise analysis and soundwall considerations.  

With respect to potential noise concerns related to the direct 
access ramp (DAR) at Cannon Road, this facility has been 
eliminated from the proposed project based on the following 
considerations: (1) funding for the eliminated DAR is not certain; 
and (2) decisions as to future land uses in the associated area 
are still under consideration.  Deletion of the Cannon Road DAR 
from the proposed project does not eliminate the possibility of 
future implementation of I-5 DARs at this or other locations within 
the city following additional environmental review.  Elimination 
of the Cannon Road DAR would not adversely affect traffic flow 
as described in the EIR/EIS, although it would reduce the overall 
project cost and associated potential noise concerns as stated in 
this comment.  

Regarding visual concerns related to the Cannon Road DAR, this 
structure has been eliminated from the proposed project as noted 
in the response to your Comment 02.  Accordingly, associated 
potential visual effects from this DAR have also been eliminated.

03
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01

Response to Jacqueline Simon

01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise and 
aesthetic concerns associated with identified Soundwall S750.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, Soundwall S750 
has been recommended for construction based on evaluation 
of FHWA and Caltrans “feasible” and “reasonable” criteria, and 
would provide appropriate noise abatement for associated noise 
receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.29 and 3.15.30).  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on soundwall planning.

While the final design of individual soundwalls has not been 
determined at this time, EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, 
identifies a number of related potential design options to address 
visual concerns, including the use of transparent materials to 
retain desirable views (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).  
Consistent with your comment, such walls could be constructed 
at the top of slope on the right-of-way line or on private property in 
situations where noise receptors are located above the elevation 
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01
cont.

of the freeway.  Locating walls at higher elevations nearer the 
receptors also would reduce the height of walls needed in order 
to achieve “line-of-sight” noise reductions.  The specific nature of 
individual soundwalls will be determined as part of the final design 
process.  Please also note that the benefited property owner 
would be required to agree to maintain wall surfaces if transparent 
soundwalls are used. 
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Responses to Tom Siekmann

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the comparative commute 
times for the 10+4 alternatives and the Coaster.  The proposed 
project is not intended to “compete” with the Coaster in terms 
of commute times.  That is, the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected to 
require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
With that said, it is important to note that the proposed project would 
substantially reduce the number of vehicle hour delays relative to 
the No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under 
the No Build option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, 
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02

01
cont.

With respect to potential expansion of the Coaster system, the 
project is part of a regional transportation improvement effort, 
as noted above in the response to your Comment 01.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information regarding the use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.  While the use of mass transit, 
such as the Coaster, is an important element of local and regional 
energy conservation efforts, Caltrans responsibility in the regional 
multimodal transportation planning process is limited to highway 
improvement as noted in the response to your Comment 01.  
Comments with regard to Coaster operations would be better 
addressed to the San Diego Association of Governments and 
North County Transit District, which are responsible for planning 
and operation of rail operations in this corridor.  

Your concerns regarding the energy conservation, environmental 
effects, protection of neighborhoods, and traffic are understood.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed 
project is anticipated to result in a decrease in operational 
energy consumption by relieving congestion and reducing out of 
direction travel.  It should also be noted that any improvements to 
alternate transportation modes, such as the Coaster, would have 
the potential to result in similar types of environmental effects as 
identified for the proposed project.  The I-5 improvements would 
be one of several multimodal improvements proposed for the North 
Coast Corridor, with the intent to move the largest number of people 
as efficiently as possible with the fewest environmental impacts.  
To the extent possible, it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid direct 
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway.  Because an existing facility is being 
improved, however, avoidance is not always possible.  Please also 
note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.

with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives 
and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.
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01

Response to Humberto Viveros

01 

Thank you for your comments regarding circulation and access 
from Piraeus Street, which have been included as part of the public 
record.  As shown on Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 37 through 40, in 
Chapter 2 of the Final EIR/EIS, Project Description, Piraeus Street 
would not be removed by the project.  A portion of the roadway near 
Leucadia Boulevard would be slightly re-aligned to accommodate 
the proposed freeway widening and reconfiguration of the Leucadia 
Boulevard Interchange.  Part of the proposed Leucadia Boulevard 
Interchange improvements would include eliminating the existing 
one-way segment of Piraeus Street between Leucadia Boulevard 
and Ocean View Avenue, and re-striping this segment for two-
way travel, thus providing direct access to Leucadia Boulevard.  
Regarding access on Piraeus Street, specific data regarding 
construction-related road closures and alternative routings are 
not available at this time.  As described in Section 3.6, Traffic 
and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the  
EIR/EIS, identified mitigation measures include the implementation 
of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) during (and potentially 
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after) construction.  The TMP would include a Public Awareness 
Program to distribute information such as construction schedules 
and locations, as well as a Traffic Operations Strategies Program 
to implement and evaluate on-the-ground efforts to address 
traffic-related concerns such as road closures and alternate route 
strategies.  Please refer to Topical Response “Construction Traffic.”
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01

Responses to Richard F. Walsh

01 

02 

03 

04 

Thank you for your comments regarding traffic flows and 
congestion, which have been included as part of the public record.  
The proposed project is specifically designed to improve traffic 
flows and maintain or reduce congestion along the I-5 corridor.  
To this end, associated facilities are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system and allow the region to work toward complex solutions 
such as changes in land use patterns that take extended time 
to implement.  The proposed use of High Occupancy Vehicle  
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent 
traffic.
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03

02 Regarding the potential to construct an additional freeway corridor, 
the regional transportation network that is anticipated over the 
next 40 years is identified in the 2050 Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP).  The RTP outlines projects for highways, local streets, 
rail and bus services, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities.  There 
are no plans in the 2050 RTP to construct a new north-south 
freeway between I-5 and I-15.  The land between I-5 and I-15 has 
been mostly developed with uses consistent with local land use 
plans, which also do not identify a new freeway alignment.  The 
focus of the 2050 RTP is to provide a variety of travel choices 
and multimodal facilities by improving the existing transportation 
system.  Please refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” 
for additional information on the multimodal nature of the regional 
transportation system.

The location of the existing freeway relative to coastal resources 
cannot be changed.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 
modifications on quality of life in North County coastal communities 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial, 
adverse overall effect in the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  Because an existing facility is being improved, impact 
avoidance is not always possible.  To the extent possible, however, 
it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts 
to properties and resources that abut an existing highway system 
during improvements to that highway.  To that end, the six coastal 
lagoons and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor 
are evaluated under the Biological Environment heading of the  
EIR/EIS, including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species.  Based on those analyses, substantial 
avoidance efforts, as well as minimization efforts, have been 
incorporated into the project design.  As described in detail 
in Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations,” the project would 
lengthen bridges over several lagoons to improve tidal circulation 
and would participate in a Transportation Regional Enhancement 
Program, which includes habitat preservation, restoration, and/or 
acquisition. 

With regard to potential noise concerns, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, a soundwall (S750) has been 

04
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recommended for construction in the described area along 
the east side of the freeway from Poinsettia Lane to just north 
of Caminito Del Reposo (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 43 through 45, and Tables 3.15.29 and 3.15.30).  While the 
subject property (907 Caminito Estrada) is located approximately 
1250 feet east of the freeway corridor (per review of Google 
Maps) and is outside the project limits, S750 would provide some 
associated noise abatement at this location.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on soundwall considerations.
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Responses to Mary Wilson

01

01 

02 

Thank you for your comments regarding traffic congestion and 
alternative transportation, which have been included as part of 
the public record.  With regard to future traffic congestion, project 
improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  No one 
answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway system; 
congested portions of I-5 in Orange County and Los Angeles are 
subject to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation 
of projected growth in traffic over time and Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation improvements, 
which change over time and can be iterative. 

With regard to mass transit options, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
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03

04

05 

to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses ”Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  

The anticipated environmental impacts of the proposed project are 
fully disclosed in the EIR/EIS.  With regard to lifestyle, please refer 
to the Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
quality of life and why those effects are not expected to result in a 
substantial, adverse overall effect in communities already crossed 
by this highway.  

With respect to potential property impacts, the proposed project 
has been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures 
while still meeting project objectives by taking reduced amounts of 
additional right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  Nonetheless, the number of properties 
being acquisition and relocations resulting from the project would 
be minimized to the extent possible through design efforts.  Where 
such impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties would be 
subject to an appraisal to determine the fair market value, and 
a corresponding offer of just compensation would be made.  In 
addition, assistance for relocated property owners would be 
available through measures such as the State Relocation and 
Last Resort Housing programs.  Please also refer to Topical 
Responses”Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation” for 
additional information regarding property acquisition and property 
valuation, respectively.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  With regard to 
project benefits, upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic 
Highway Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through 
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traffic on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the 
regional economy through reductions in projected congestion and 
gridlock on this major shipping and general transportation route.  
To the extent practicable, Caltrans has attempted to achieve these 
regional objectives while minimizing impacts to property and 
sensitive resources.

Regarding potential impacts to wildlife (including relocation and 
dispersal as a result of proposed vegetation or habitat removal), 
the project design is intended to minimize or avoid impacts, 
including the loss of existing vegetation, wherever possible.  With 
respect to the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat, associated 
species would be expected to relocate from affected areas, 
although most would seek out other areas of similar habitat and 
vegetation if available, rather than moving into a more urban 
setting.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, 
and Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive
Species, the project would involve extensive efforts to replace and 
enhance affected and existing landscaping with native varieties, 
as well as to preserve, enhance, establish/create and/or acquire 
appropriate areas of native habitats. 

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 with regard to 
planning for mass transit.

Your preference for the No Build alternative has been noted.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that 
Caltrans has worked with the adjacent cities to develop a number 
of potential enhancement projects, including the following 
pedestrian/bicycle facilities in the City of Carlsbad: (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on west side of I-5 at Batiquitos, which 
would connect to existing trails on the north side of the lagoon; 
(2) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on east side of I-5 at Agua 
Hedionda Lagoon, which would include a pedestrian trail and 
bridge on the east side of I-5; and (3) I-5 North Coast Bike Trail in 
the City of Carlsbad, intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative 

04

05
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along the entire I-5 project corridor (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, 
I-5 North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects).  
Because the project generally would improve recreational facilities 
and would enhance access within the community, implementation 
of the project is not expected to have an adverse effect on quality 
of life of California residents overall. 
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SOLANA BEACH HEARING (August 24, 2010) ─ COMMENTS

01

02

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  As detailed in the project’s Noise Study Report, noise 
measurements were conducted in conformance to the Caltrans 
Technical Noise Supplement (Caltrans 1998) and the guidelines 
outlined in the FHWA’s “Measuring of Highway Related Noise” 
(FHWA-DP-96-046).  Sound level meters (Larson Davis models 
700 [ANSI Type 2], 820 [ANSI Type 1], 870 [ANSI Type 1], and 
Rion model NL 15 [ANSI Type 1]) were calibrated before and after 
each set of measurements.  Noise measurements were taken at a 
total of 123 locations and are considered to accurately reflect the 
noise environment along the I-5 corridor.

As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-
related sound increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
generally are not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a level 

01

Responses to Douglas Alden
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03

of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] and Caltrans Guidelines).  
Projected noise levels at the noise receptors closest to the subject 
property at 610 Marine View Avenue (R6.17 through R6.21, refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 21 and 22) would range from 72 
to 75 dBA with construction of the project and no soundwalls (refer to 
EIR/EIS Table 3.15.13).  Based on the location of the subject property 
approximately 1,000 to 1,200 feet (from review of Google Maps) east 
of the closest noise receptors and standard attenuation of roadway 
noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), project-related noise effects at this site would not be 
expected to meet or approach 67 decibels.  Future noise levels under 
the No Build and build alternatives are therefore expected to be below 
the noted noise abatement threshold.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on 
noise analysis and soundwall planning.

Covering existing I-5, which occurs in a seismically active area, 
would be expected to involve substantial engineering challenges.  In 
addition, the section of I-10 that is covered through central Phoenix 
for a distance of approximately 0.5 mile, was the longest-running 
single highway project as well as the most expensive construction 
project in Arizona history (Arizona Department of Transportation 
Research Center Final Report 660, 2011).  Based on the complexity 
and expense of such a project, it is unlikely to be considered feasible 
for the much longer segment of I-5.  

The Lomas Santa Fe Drive interchange was a unique design.  At 
this time, Caltrans is not proposing interchanges of that nature.

02

03

01 
cont.
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01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding project noise concerns, 
the potential for using alternative surfacing on the freeway lanes 
as a noise abatement measure, and the preference to construct 
additional soundwalls.  Your comments are part of the public 
record.  With respect to using alternative lane surfacing, quieter 
pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), is 
currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is 
actively researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire 
noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases 
maintenance costs, which is a factor being considered in wider 
applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower 
life expectancy than concrete, so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures.

01

Responses to Linda Andrews
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Regarding noise concerns and the construction of additional 
soundwalls, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
although project-related decibel increases would vary by location, 
the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or 
fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three 
dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions approach a 
level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise abatement measures as required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from the 
Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K, and Section 3.15).  The use of such noise abatement 
facilities has been demonstrated to be effective in the reduction 
of traffic-generated noise, as described in Section 3.15.  The 
identified soundwalls include a structure (S568) associated 
with the subject property located east of I-5 and north of Del 
Mar Heights Road (13220 Ocean Vista Road).  Based on the 
referenced assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures, however, while Soundwall S568 
would provide “feasible” noise abatement, it was determined not to 
be “reasonable” due to the estimated construction cost exceeding 
the “reasonable” allowance (Table 3.15.11), and construction is 
not recommended (Table 3.15.12).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

02

01 
cont.

Regarding the implementation of a rapid transit system, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies, 
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and Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public 
transportation.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” with regard to options considered for the I-5 North 
Coast Corridor, including other rail improvements.

02 
cont.
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01 

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential restriction 
of commercial truck traffic on I-5 to nighttime and other non-peak 
hours to address traffic flow and congestion and noise generation 
concerns.  Your comments are part of the public record.  Please 
note, however, that as described in Section 2.1, Project Description, 
of the EIR/EIS, the main purpose of the I-5 project is to maintain or 
improve the existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 North 
Coast Corridor, and thereby improve the safe and efficient regional 
movement of people and goods (emphasis added). Although 
restrictions on truck travel to nighttime and off-peak hours may 
previously have been discussed, there are several reasons why 
such restrictions might not be supported at this time.  As part of the 
national Strategic Highway Network, military and emergency trucks 
must always have access.  As the major coastal transportation 
facility, time-of-use restrictions could have adverse impacts on 
California business plans and hours of operation where companies 
are dependent upon time-sensitive goods and materials transport 

01

Response to Frances Bachman
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that extend far beyond the San Diego region, as well as affecting 
local businesses. Specifically with regard to the communities 
crossed by I-5, increasing truck use at night would also increase 
noise levels during those particularly sensitive hours.  Regardless, 
as discussed in Section 3.14.3 of the EIR/EIS, please also note 
that the current (and anticipated future) percentage of truck traffic 
on I-5 during peak hours is approximately six percent of all traffic.  
This percentage is anticipated to remain approximately the same 
in the future, and would not merit a plan to restrict commercial truck 
use of the I-5.  Furthermore, it has been considered to remove truck 
traffic from peak flow time periods into off-peak hours.  However, 
it is not a viable option.  There is no statutory authority to interfere 
with interstate commerce, especially that involving trucks coming 
from Mexico and going to Los Angeles.  Free market conditions 
dictate the times of day trucks travel on the freeway routes.

01 
cont.
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01 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related 
decibel (dBA) increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally 
are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite 
this conclusion, the project would address no build and future 
noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA 
(or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners (per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration [FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  Projected 
noise levels at the closest noise receptors to the subject property 
at 1134 San Ricardo Court (R7.13 through R7.23, refer to Final  
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 23 through 25) would range from 66 
to 76 dBA with construction of the project and no soundwalls (refer 
to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  Based on the location of the subject 
property approximately 0.5 mile east of the noted noise receptors 

01

02

Responses to Joseph Bachman
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(from review of Google Maps) and standard attenuation of roadway 
noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), project-related noise effects at this site would not be 
expected to meet or approach 67 dBA.  Noise levels at the subject 
property under the No Build and build alternatives are expected 
to be below the noted noise abatement threshold.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.  Restriction of truck 
travel on this segment of the nation’s interstate highway system is 
beyond the purview of Caltrans.

01 
cont.

02 Thank you for your comments regarding double-tracking of 
existing railroad lines.  Please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies. Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding planned rail improvements. 
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01 Thank you for your comments regarding freeway design elements 
to include stacked lanes, and the potential addition of a Coaster 
line within the freeway median.  Your comments are noted and 
have been included as part of the public record.  With respect to the 
use of stacked lanes, please refer to Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” regarding transportation alternatives evaluated for 
the North Coast Corridor, which included early screening on the 
use of elevated sections of freeway elevated monorail, and light 
rail, among others.

Regarding the use of mass transit, such as an additional 
Coaster line, please note that the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected to 
require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 

01

Response to Charlie Baumgart
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currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” “Mass 
Transit,” and “Transportation Funding” for additional discussion on 
mass transit options and the use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.

01
cont.
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01 

02 

03 

Thank you for your comment regarding a preference for light rail and 
other public transportation alternatives.  Please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.   Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

The San Diego Association of Governments is responsible for 
population tallies and projections for San Diego County.  The most 
recent forecasts do not support lower populations in Solana Beach, 
but show a 20 percent increase in population between 2000 and 
2050 from approximately 12,979 to 15,969 residents.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for information on 

01 

02 

Responses to Phyllis Baumgart
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regional growth projections and economic factors and their relation 
to project need.  While the current elderly will not continue driving, 
they would be replaced by subsequent generations.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted and part of 
the public record. 

02  
cont.

03 
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01 

02 

03 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

Please note that view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most visible 
across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and 
these views would be maintained, including Los Peñasquitos 
Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some soundwalls 
or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views would 
not be obstructed.  Retaining walls would not result in blockage of 
ocean views, as they would either be downslope from the freeway 
or would replace a hillside that currently blocks views.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for more 
information regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the 

01 

Responses to Carol Becker
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proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the 
anticipated less than substantial nature of project effects as the 
viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

With respect to your suggestion of initially constructing four general 
purpose lanes and one High Occupancy Vehicle/Managed Lane in 
each direction (this would be an 8+2 alternative), an 8+2 alternative 
was considered during the process of identifying the “reasonable” 
build alternatives.  As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 2.6, 
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion 
Prior to Draft EIR/EIS, an 8+2 alternative would only provide short-
term congestion relief within the I-5 NCC and would not provide 
a long-term solution.  Therefore, an 8+2 alternative would not 
meet the project purpose to maintain or improve the existing and 
future traffic operations in the project corridor in order to improve 
the safe and efficient regional movement of people and goods 
for the 2050 planning design year.  Following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final  
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the  
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

With regard to your concern about the height of the proposed 
retaining wall in the vicinity of Del Mar Heights Road, the 
alternative to use of such a wall would be to extend graded slopes 
further from the freeway, which would result in additional impacts 
to property and resources.  Given that the duration of views would 
vary from less than one minute to several minutes, minimization of 
project footprint was prioritized over avoidance of visual impacts.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, the 
wall would be designed as a “terrain contoured wall” in order to 
minimize the associated visual impacts.  Nonetheless, it is stated 
that the overall visual impact of the wall would be moderately high.

01
cont. 

02 

03 
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01 

02 

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is 
actively researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire 
noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases 
maintenance costs, which is a factor being considered in wider 
applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower 
life expectancy than concrete, so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures.

Regarding noise concerns in the area west of the I-5 corridor (and 
outside the project limits) and north of Lomas Santa Fe Drive, and 
as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related 

01 

Responses to Amy Besser
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sound increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally are 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners (per applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines).  Projected noise levels at the noted noise receptors 
closest to the subject site at 433 Dell Court (R7.1 through R7.6) 
would range from 70 to 74 dBA with construction of the project and 
no soundwalls (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 23 
and 24, and Table 3.15.15).  Based on the location of the subject 
property approximately 1,100 to 1,200 feet west of the noted noise 
receptors (from review of Google Maps) and standard attenuation 
of roadway noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for 
every doubling of distance), project-related noise effects at this site 
would not be expected to meet or approach 67 decibels.  Future 
noise levels under the No Build and build scenarios are therefore 
expected to be below the noted noise abatement threshold.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise analysis and soundwall planning.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted. 

01  
cont.

02 With regard to dependence on fossil fuels, as described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated to 
result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by relieving 
congestion and reducing out of direction travel.  

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.
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01 

Thank you for your comments and support for project improvements, 
which have been included as part of the public record.  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, a soundwall (S603) was originally 
recommended for construction in the area west of I-5 and north 
of Via de la Valle in the City of Solana Beach.  Specifically, the 
EIR/EIS notes in Section 3.15 that Soundwall S603 Option 1 
would provide a “reasonable and feasible” reduction in highway 
traffic noise for 14 single-family and 20 multi-family residences, 
as well as two schools (St. Leo’s Head Start Preschool and Santa 
Fe Christian School) (refer to Tables 3.15.13 and 3.15.4).  This 
soundwall, however, would have the potential to block scenic 
coastal views protected under the Coastal Act for freeway motorists.  
For that reason, and based on general comments received on 
loss of potential ocean views during public review of the Draft  
EIR/EIS and Supplemental EIR/EIS, as well as coordination with 
the California Coastal Commission (CCC), it is now recommended 
to create a gap in Soundwall S603 (Option 1, called Option 1A 
with the gap).  This would divide the soundwall into two portions 
(S603A and S603B) and would retain the potential for a coastal 
view in this area (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 21 
through 23).

01

Response to Rick Brooks
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01 
Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of 
the public record. A new visual simulation of proposed project 
improvements over the San Elijo Lagoon has been incorporated 
into this Final EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.86.

01

Response to Tony Burger
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01 

02 

04 

03 

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part 
of the public record.  Regarding need for the project, the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is responsible 
for population tallies and projections for San Diego County.  The 
most recent forecasts indicate continued regional growth (with 
associated transportation demand), regardless of restrictions on 
Mexican trucks.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” for information on regional growth projections and 
economic factors and their relation to project need.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Regarding 
your funding concerns, Federal, State, and local funding sources 
for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and monies are being 
tracked.  For instance, the proposed project is partially funded 
through the TransNet program, which is a voter-approved, half-
cent sales tax for regional transportation projects in San Diego.  
The $17 billion generated during the 60-year life of the program is 
distributed to transportation projects in general.  TransNet monies 
are divided into rough thirds, with approximately one-third each going 

01 

02 

Responses to Craig Campion
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to highways, transit, and local roadways, respectively.  For more 
information on TransNet, please visit www.keepsandiegomoving.
com.  

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.

As discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although 
project-related sound increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three 
or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of 
three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners 
(per applicable Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] and 
Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), 
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft   
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise abatement 
facilities has been demonstrated to be effective in the reduction of 
traffic-generated noise.  As described in Section 3.15, identified 
soundwalls were evaluated at heights ranging from 8 to 16 feet 
to assess related levels of noise abatement.  Accordingly, the 
construction of soundwalls measuring 10 feet or more in height 
would be considered during the ongoing project design process 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36, and Tables 3.15.23 
and 3.15.24 for potential soundwall locations and dimensions in 

03

04

02 
cont.
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the subject area).  A number of additional concerns would also 
be considered during the design review process for soundwalls, 
however, including requirements under the Coastal Act to retain 
applicable scenic coastal views for freeway motorists.  In addition, 
the described requirements under FHWA and Caltrans criteria for 
noise abatement to be “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners typically results in a number of walls or wall 
segments not being recommended for construction.  As a result, 
the stated preference to mandate “continuous soundwalls of 
sufficient height…in park and residential areas” is not “feasible” 
considering the described legal and regulatory criteria.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.  

04 
cont.
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01 

02 

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and part of 
the public record.  The project has been proposed by Caltrans 
in its role as the State agency responsible for providing a safe, 
efficient, reliable highway system that accommodates the growth 
anticipated by local and regional planning agencies; it was not 
initiated by developers.  The traffic flow improvements achieved 
by the I-5 NCC Project would have no bearing on the need or 
benefits associated with extension of the Foothill toll road that 
has been proposed, and subsequently denied by the California 
Coastal Commission, through the San Onofre area.  The traffic 
volumes leaving San Diego County and traveling through Camp 
Pendleton would not be changed substantially by the proposed 
project.  Although traffic volumes within the corridor would 
increase slightly over the no-build alternative, this increase is due 
to the increased attractiveness of I-5 for local trips due to reduced 
congestion.  The increase from local trips using I-5 would not affect 
traffic volumes through Camp Pendleton due to the general lack 
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of local trips generated by land use along this stretch of I-5.  Thus, 
the I-5 NCC Project would not affect the likelihood of an extension 
of the Foothill toll road through San Onofre.

Caltrans agrees that water supply is a complex issue.  This project 
is not designed to encourage or foster regional growth.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding growth 
forecasts and accommodation of projected growth.  As described 
in Section 2.1, Project Description, of the EIR/EIS, the overall 
objective of the I-5 expansion project is to maintain or improve 
the existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 NCC.  Caltrans 
is not a land use planning agency and does not have jurisdiction 
over local land use planning.  Project-related growth projections 
are derived from established sources such as the San Diego 
Association of Governments’ (SANDAG) series forecasts, as 
well as project-specific technical analyses.  Specifically regarding 
incorporation of water availability; SANDAG works closely with 
the San Diego County Water Authority during preparation of the 
growth forecasts, which the Water Authority then incorporates into 
its Urban Water Management Plans.

01 
cont.
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01 

03 

02 

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and part of the 
public record.  The basis for the traffic analysis and the need for the 
proposed improvements are founded on well- accepted research 
and documentation prepared by the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG).  As discussed in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth,” the need for the improvements associated with 
the I-5 NCC Project is based on population projections which were 
independently prepared by SANDAG, as part of its 2050 Regional 
Growth Forecast.  On average historically, the SANDAG Regional 
Growth Forecast has been accurate within +/- 0.4 percent of actual 
annual counts for population, housing, and employment.  Caltrans 
did not adjust or modify those projections in determining the need 
for the proposed improvements.  Furthermore, Caltrans used the 
Regional Transportation Model prepared by SANDAG, which is 
based on SANDAG’s growth forecast, to predict traffic conditions 
expected within the North Coast Corridor with and without future 
improvements to I-5.  Lastly, in determining traffic congestion, 
Caltrans used the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) prepared 
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by the Transportation Research Board (TRB).  The HCM is a 
worldwide reference for transportation and traffic analysis.  Please 
refer to EIR/EIS Section 1.3.2, Traffic Demand, for additional 
information regarding projection of future traffic levels.

Caltrans agrees with the observation that travel time is a function 
of the time of day as evidenced by the increase in travel time that 
occurs during commute hours when substantially higher hourly 
traffic volumes occur.  The specifics of travel time, however, 
can vary from day to day based on a variety of factors such as 
visual distractions, incidents, or special events.  As described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes are 
expected to operate at a high level of service for carpools, bus 
transit, and vanpools, as well as for single-occupant vehicles 
whose drivers choose to pay the toll.  The availability of these 
lanes would provide a more time-certain option.  

Caltrans does take visual impacts to the “SoCal Coastal Scenic 
region,” as well as all other project-related impacts, into serious 
consideration.  Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS 
provides a detailed assessment of visual impacts of each build 
alternative, and indicates that visual impacts would be high. 
Please note that view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most visible 
across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and 
these views would be maintained, including Los Peñasquitos 
Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some soundwalls 
or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would 
be recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the 
west, there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views 
would not be obstructed.  Other measures may include the use of 
landscaping, articulated facades, and/or earthen berms (or berm 
and wall combinations).  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for more information regarding potentially 
substantial local visual effects of the proposed improvement.
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03 Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please also refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to public transportation.
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03 

04 

01 

02 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted. 

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that I-5 NCC 
Project improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 to allow the region to work toward 
complex solutions that take extended time to implement.  The 
project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort but is responsible for implementing only the 
highway improvement portion of the plan.  The proposed use of 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
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periods.  A number of potential enhancement projects are identified 
within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  If 
implemented, these enhancements would create and/or improve 
amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public transit centers, 
and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  All modes of 
transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) 
are expected to require improvement in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Based on regional 
traffic projections (refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth”), 
these measures are not a substitute for freeway widening.

With respect to your concerns about air quality and particulate matter 
(PM), and based on screening using U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency PM guidance (as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air
Quality), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality Concern 
due to relatively low truck volumes and percentage of traffic when 
comparing the build alternatives against a no project condition.  The 
proposed project would improve traffic operations by smoothing 
traffic flow and would contribute to lower PM emissions when 
compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project would 
therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and would 
be unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
nonattainment of those standards.  A number of measures are also 
identified in Section 3.14 to control construction-related particulate 
generation (e.g., dust), with additional information provided in 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants.”

Regarding potential noise concerns at the subject property 
(1019 San Patricio Drive), and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA; or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners (per applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines).  Based on the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, 
measured and modeled noise levels at noise receptors within the 
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project limits, and the location of the subject property approximately 
1,500 feet east of the modeled noise receptors (from review of 
Google Maps), project-related noise effects at this site would not 
be expected to meet or approach 67 dBA.  That is, projected noise 
levels at the closest noise receptors to the subject property (R7.18 
through R7.21, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 24) 
would range from 66 to 72 dBA with construction of the project and 
no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  With the standard 
attenuation of roadway noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA 
reduction for every doubling of distance), associated noise levels 
under the No Build and build scenarios are expected to be less 
than those described for the nearest noise receptors and below 
acceptable levels.

Regarding potential pollutants and water quality and related effects 
to San Elijo Lagoon, the EIR/EIS identifies and evaluates potential 
water quality impacts associated with implementation of the identified 
build alternatives and the No Build alternative.  Specifically, this 
includes direct impacts associated with short-term (construction) 
activities such as erosion within disturbed soil areas (DSA) and 
accidental discharge of construction-related contaminants (e.g., 
fuels and lubricants), as well as long-term (operational) impacts 
such as the generation of vehicle-related contaminants (e.g., 
particulates and metals from break pad wear, and exhaust-
generated contaminants such as nitrite).  This analysis provides 
quantified assessments of potential impacts related to existing and 
proposed impervious (paved) surfaces, as well as identification of 
associated potential pollutant generation and related effects, and 
also addresses associated indirect impacts such as downstream 
sediment and contaminant transport (i.e., sedimentation) and the 
potential discharge of contaminants related to long-term facility 
operation and maintenance activities such as landscaping (e.g., 
green waste and pesticides and herbicides).  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management practices 
(BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality concerns, 
based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines 
(as referenced in the EIR/EIS text), including the Statewide 
Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, 
the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following 
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project elements and phases:  maintenance (Category IA), design 
pollution prevention (Category IB), construction (Category II), and 
“treatment” (Category III).  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-
specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature 
and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the 
I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phase,  and concludes that Caltrans is committed 
to prevent or minimize impacts to water quality.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

Based on the analyses provided in the EIR/EIS under the Biological
Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures (including Sections 3.17, Natural 
Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species), all project-related 
impacts to biological resources in the identified coastal lagoons 
(including San Elijo) and related waterways would be avoided, 
minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate measures such 
as conformance with regulatory requirements and related efforts 
including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  
Substantial avoidance and minimization efforts have been 
incorporated into the project design, and an extensive mitigation 
package has been developed in concert with the wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and 
Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation 
would be part of a comprehensive solution to coastal natural 
resources that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide 
resources than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation 
approach.  Please also refer to the Environmental Commitments 
Record for a list of avoidance and minimization and mitigation 
measures associated with local wildlife, and to Topical Response 
“Lagoon Effects,” for additional information on potential project-
related impacts to coastal lagoons.  

05 
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As discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although 
project-related dBA increases would vary by location, the majority 
of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally 
are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Please also 
refer to the responses to your Comments 03, 04, and 05 regarding 
air quality, noise, and water quality, respectively.  As noted in 
the response to your Comment 01, your preference for the No 
Build alternative is noted and has been included as part of the 
public record.
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01 

Thank you for your questions regarding alternative transportation. 
Multiple alternatives have been considered in various studies 
over the past ten years to address project need. Based on these 
studies, as discussed in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.5 of the EIR/EIS, 
several solutions are being moved forward at the same time, 
including improvements to rail, transit, and highway systems.   
The I-5 NCC Project, which focuses on the highway, is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.  Please also refer to the 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives“ with regard to the range 
of alternatives considered for this transportation corridor.  This 
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Topical Response notes that the Major Investment Study screened 
or evaluated alternative mass transportation system improvements 
including double tracking rail, rerouting freight transport, improving 
light rail, providing elevated monorail, and developing reversible 
car pool lanes.

01 
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part of 
the public record.

Regarding impacts to open spaces – it is not always possible to 
avoid environmental impacts for projects such as the proposed 
I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes an extensive 
evaluation of potential project-related impacts and related avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  Based on those 
analyses, all project impacts would be avoided, minimized, and/
or mitigated through appropriate measures such as conformance 
with regulatory requirements and related efforts including habitat 
preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  Please also note that 
the project would include an extensive mitigation package that 
would include open space set aside, revegetation, and restoration 
of upland and wetland habitats. 
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With respect to your concern regarding urban sprawl, the reduction 
in congestion associated with the proposed project would not 
substantially affect the location, rate, type, or amount of growth in 
the project vicinity, due to other limits on growth, including land use 
controls within local and regional plans and policies and the highly 
urbanized nature of the surrounding land uses.  A comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to plan regional 
growth patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system 
that would best address the anticipated growth.  Key products of 
this planning process include the Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land 
use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, higher 
density, and walkable development located near transit.  Changes 
in land use patterns can, however, take an extended period of time 
to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain or 
reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part 
of a multimodal system.  These improvements would allow the time 
necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, such as 
smart growth.

Regarding air quality concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation 
would not “generate more air pollution” as stated in this comment 
but rather would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing and projected 
future (no build) conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

Regarding your concern for this project postponing real solutions, 
please refer to the discussion on smart growth in the response to 
your Comment 01.

Regarding your concerns of visual impacts from soundwalls, while 
the final design of soundwalls is uncertain at this time, Section 3.7, 
Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of measures 
to address associated potential visual concerns.  Specifically, as 
depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 
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3-7.122, this may include efforts such as the use of landscaping, 
articulated facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations), 
and/or transparent materials (i.e., to retain desirable views).  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for more 
information regarding potentially substantial local visual effects of 
the proposed improvements.

No one answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway 
system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject to 
specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are projected 
to be appropriate for this segment of I-5.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of 
projected growth in traffic over time and Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation improvements, 
which change over time and can be iterative.

The role of Caltrans is not to project, restrict, or cause future growth; 
rather, its role is to ensure provision of a safe, efficient, reliable 
highway system that accommodates the growth anticipated by local 
and regional planning agencies.  Similarly, Caltrans’ responsibility 
is limited to the State highway system and does not extend to local 
roadway routes.

Regarding light rail, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options, 
as well as Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary 
of alternatives previously evaluated for the I-5 corridor, including 
light rail.  

As described in the response to your Comment 01 and as described 
in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” a comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to plan regional 
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growth patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system 
that would best address the anticipated growth.  These complex 
solutions would work towards creating more walkable communities 
with places of employment nearby.  Decisions regarding location 
of housing and employment, however, are highly individual, and 
influence over them is beyond the purview of Caltrans.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.
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01 

Thank you for your comments regarding the location of proposed 
soundwalls, which are noted and included as part of the public 
record.  It is Caltrans’ intent to provide the most accurate and 
current information available at public meetings.  As indicated in 
this comment, the depiction of Soundwall S622 on Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14o and 2-2.14p was incorrect.  Specifically, the extent 
of S622 on the noted figures reflects Option 1 of this structure, 
which was not recommended due to the potential for this soundwall 
to block freeway motorists’ scenic views of San Elijo Lagoon, which 
are protected under the Coastal Act.  A second option for S622 is 
recommended in Section 3.15, with Option 2 of S622 to provide 
noise abatement for noise receptors R7.23 through R7.26 (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 and 25).  A final decision 
regarding construction of this soundwall will be made based on 
final project design parameters, the coastal permitting process, and 
input from affected homeowners.  Caltrans regrets the error and 
has corrected the location of S622 on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheets 24 and 25.
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01
cont. 

Please refer to Chapter 2, Project Alternatives, of the Final  
EIR/EIS for the latest designs.  Please note that the walls evaluated 
are solely for the purpose of attenuating noise and would not have 
a meaningful effect related to blockage of air pollutants.  In addition, 
the project is anticipated to result in improvements to air quality 
when compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and the anticipated decrease in emitted 
pollutants with project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

Caltrans realizes the importance of transparent and meaningful 
public interaction on transportation projects.  Caltrans always 
strives to make sure the information that is presented to the public 
is accurate, whether it is presented in a public forum or written 
document.  We appreciate your bringing this information to our 
attention. 
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take extended time to implement.  The proposed use of High 
Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities, as well as resulting in a decrease of 
traffic when compared to I-5 use without HOV/Managed Lanes.  
These types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and 
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bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas 
of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent 
traffic.  Also, please refer to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” 
for more information on why review of, and improvements to, 
transportation facilities require an ongoing process. 

Regarding rapid transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County way of life and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  A number of efforts 
have been made during the project design process to avoid, 
minimize, and/or mitigate project-related community impacts 
to the maximum extent possible and practicable.  Specifically, 
following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
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Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.   

With respect to community impacts, it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid 
and/or minimize such potential negative effects, through efforts 
such as avoiding properties that abut an existing highway system 
to the extent possible and practicable.  To this end, the Preferred 
Alternative described above has been identified to reduce the 
project extent and related impacts to local neighborhoods.  
Caltrans has also worked with local jurisdictions along the project 
corridor to develop a number of potential community enhancement 
projects.  Specifically with regard to Solana Beach, Caltrans has 
worked with the City to develop a number of potential enhancement 
projects, including the following:  (1) Streetscape Enhancements 
on Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana Hills Drive; and 
(3)  I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Solana Beach, 
intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire 
I-5 project corridor.  These and other identified enhancements 
within the project corridor, if implemented, would foster community 
improvement through creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian 
or bicycle access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with 
public transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity 
across I-5, and creation of trailheads and other recreational 
opportunities within local communities throughout the I-5 project 
area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects).  Based on the described 
information, implementation of new project features is not 
expected to have a substantial adverse effect on the way of life of 
local residents.
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01 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted. 

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

Similar to the Los Angeles’s Metro 30/10 initiative, the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is designed to expedite and 
facilitate mass transit.  The largest proportion of the transportation 
funding identified in the RTP will go toward transit.  Under the 
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2050 RTP, mass transit will receive 36 percent of the funds in the 
first 10 years.  The percentage dedicated to transit will grow each 
decade, up to 44 percent from 2021 to 2030, 47 percent in the 
third decade, and 57 percent in the last decade of the plan.  More 
specifically, the Early Action Program developed for TransNet 
sales tax revenues places a major emphasis on funding transit-
related projects including:  upgrades to the Blue and Orange San 
Diego Trolley routes, construction of a Mid-Coast route for the 
San Diego Trolley, new and modified Bus Rapid Transit stations 
along I-15 between SR-163 and SR-78, construction of managed 
lanes on segments of I-15 and I-805, double-tracking along the 
Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) corridor, and 
rapid bus service in Mid-City.
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01

Thank you for your comments and support for project 
improvements, which have been included as part of the 
public record.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, a 
soundwall (S603) was originally recommended for construction 
in the area west of I-5 and north of Via de la Valle in the City 
of Solana Beach.  Specifically, the EIR/EIS notes in Section 3.15 
that Soundwall S603 Option 1 would provide a “reasonable and 
feasible” reduction in highway traffic noise for 14 single-family and 
20 multi-family residences, as well as two schools (St. Leo’s Head 
Start Preschool and Santa Fe Christian School) (refer to Tables 
3.15.13 and 3.15.4).  This soundwall, however, would have the 
potential to block scenic coastal views protected under the Coastal 
Act for freeway motorists.  For that reason, and based on general 
comments received on loss of potential ocean views during public 
review of the Draft EIR/EIS and Supplemental EIR/EIS, as well as 
coordination with the California Coastal Commission (CCC), it is 
now recommended to create a gap in Soundwall S603 (Option 1, 
called Option 1A with the gap).  This would divide the soundwall 
into two portions (S603A and S603B) and would retain the potential 
for a coastal view in this area.
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Thank you for your comment regarding use of land east of the 
I-5 near the Via de la Valle and Lomas Santa Fe Interchanges.  
Your comment is noted and has been included as part of the public 
record.  The undeveloped land near the Via de la Valle Interchange 
is comprised of the San Diego Wetlands Restoration Project, which 
includes 150 acres of restored coastal wetlands in the San Dieguito 
River Valley.  Therefore, impacts to this sensitive natural resource 
for freeway widening and related improvements would be avoided.  
The land on the east side of the freeway near the Lomas Santa 
Fe Interchange is developed with residential and commercial retail 
uses.  Undeveloped land occurs a little farther north (just south of 
Manchester Avenue), but consists of the San Elijo Lagoon, which is 
also a sensitive resource, and, therefore, proposed improvements 
would avoid or minimize impacts to this lagoon.  
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and is identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Although the Preferred Alternative retains 
the Direct Access Ramp (DAR) at Manchester Avenue, the design 
was modified from a flyover bridge to an undercrossing, which 
improves project-related visual effects at this interchange.  This new 
configuration is shown on Figures 2-2.5b and 3-7.50 in the Final  
EIR/EIS.  Minimizing impacts to sensitive coastal resources 
is consistent with multiple regulations, including the California 
Coastal Act of 1976 (California Public Resources Code Section 
30000-30012), which regulates development in these areas.
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With regard to the proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility at 
Manchester Avenue–as discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics 
–this feature of the proposed project would have impacts to the 
visual character of the area.  The proposed San Elijo Multi-use 
Facility at Manchester Avenue is not anticipated to result in visual 
impacts to San Elijo Lagoon, however, because the proposed San 
Elijo Multi-use Facility would be located northeast of the lagoon 
and would be a ground-level facility.   

The location of the Manchester DAR was selected because it 
would provide access to coastal resources, Mira Costa College, 
town centers, and a major arterial paralleling the freeway.  The 
Manchester DAR is also expected to have a high volume of traffic, 
with an average daily traffic (ADT) of approximately 6,400 vehicles 
by 2030 and would support and facilitate future Bus Rapid Transit 
service along I-5.

Your support for I-5 NCC Project improvements is noted.  Caltrans 
shares your position that environmental impacts associated with 
the proposed project must be mitigated, thus a comprehensive 
mitigation program is identified in the EIR/EIS.  Addressing impacts 
on a corridor-wide basis (as further described in Topical Response 
“Lagoon Effects”) would provide greater regional benefit than 
mitigating on an individual project basis as various transportation 
projects independently move forward over the next few decades.  
As described in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional 
and Community Enhancement Projects, a number of potential 
community enhancement projects also are identified within the 
project corridor.  If implemented, these enhancements would 
create and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle 
corridors, connections between pedestrian and bicycle routes and 
public transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  The identified 
enhancement projects encompass several facilities in the vicinity 
of Solana Beach, including: (1) Streetscape Enhancements on 
Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana Hills Drive; and 
(3)  I-5  North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Solana Beach, 
intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire 
I-5 project corridor.
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03 

As discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although 
project-related decibel increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer 
decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes of three dBA or 
less generally are not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners.  Noise levels at receptor R7.11 
(656 Canyon Drive, the closest noise receptor to the subject 
property at 458 Holmwood Lane) are currently 62 dBA and are 
projected to increase to 65 dBA with project implementation.  These 
levels are less than the 67 dBA threshold that triggers requirements 
to lessen anticipated noise levels from a project.  Based on the 
subject property’s location approximately four times farther away 
than the modeled noise receptor (per review of Google Maps), and 
the standard attenuation of roadway noise with distance (i.e., a 
three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), associated 
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existing and future noise levels are expected to be substantially 
less than would warrant attenuation.  For information regarding 
noise analysis and attenuation planning in accordance with the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to refer to 
Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations.”

With regard to use of rubberized asphalt, quieter pavement, such 
as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 
23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure that can be applied 
in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is actively researching 
the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire noise source levels 
to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement characteristics of 
quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases maintenance costs, 
which is a factor being considered in wider applications beyond 
pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower life expectancy 
than concrete, so it would have to be repaired or replaced more 
often.  A conclusion has not been made about practicality and 
effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently included in noise 
abatement measures.

03
cont. 



SOLANA BEACH PUBLIC HEARING (Aug. 24, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-365

01

02

Thank you for your comment.  Your preference is noted and is part 
of the public record.  Regarding public transportation, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.

It is assumed that the comment to not “make San Diego into another 
L.A.” refers to the designs of the freeways and adjacent spaces 
in Los Angeles.  Design Guidelines have been developed for the 
I-5 NCC Project and have been made available for review with 
this Final EIR/EIS.  This includes the provision of landscaping and 
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other aesthetic improvements at the freeway edges.  Modifications 
to I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on 
the overall character of the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  A number of potential community enhancement projects 
are identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of 
the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these enhancements would create 
and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public 
transit centers, connectivity across I-5, and trailheads and other 
recreational opportunities.  As stated in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, 
Community Character and Cohesion, overall, because the project 
generally would improve (rather than adversely impact) recreational 
facilities, and would enhance access within the community, the 
implementation of new project features is not expected to have an 
adverse effect on regional character.
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01 Thank you for your comment, which has been included as part of 
the public record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  The proposed use of 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, 
provides additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  A number of potential community enhancement projects 
are identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of 
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the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these enhancements would create 
and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5, project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal 
system, and allow the region to work toward complex solutions 
such as changes in land use patterns that take an extended time 
period to implement.  For example, High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes have been incorporated to provide an important 
commuting option.  The use of these proposed lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  HOV/Managed Lanes can also serve as a strong 
incentive for ridesharing, which can help to manage congestion.  
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These project elements, in concert with project Transportation 
System Management features and other regional land use and 
transportation planning efforts, are anticipated to result in only a 
minimal increase in traffic associated with the proposed project.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding accommodation of planned 
growth, as well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding 
the anticipated lifespan of project improvements.

The project has incorporated a number of avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation measures to address anticipated environmental 
impacts.  Environmental benefits anticipated to result from project 
implementation include improved tidal flushing through lengthening 
of bridges over lagoons (refer to Topical Response “Lagoon 
Effects”), and decreases in emissions of air pollutants, including 
greenhouse gases (refer to Topical Responses “Air Pollutants” and 
“Climate Change”).  Nonetheless, it is stated that environmental 
impacts will occur.  The decision makers will consider the impacts 
and benefits of the alternatives when making their selection.

With respect to impacts to quality of life, it is Caltrans’ intention 
to avoid and/or minimize such potential negative effects, through 
efforts such as avoiding properties that abut an existing highway 
system to the extent possible and practicable.  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
Caltrans has also worked with local jurisdictions along the project 
corridor to develop a number of potential community enhancement 
projects.  The identified enhancement projects encompass several 
facilities in the vicinity of Solana Beach, including: (1) Streetscape 
Enhancements on Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana 
Hills Drive; and (3) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Solana 
Beach, intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the 
entire I-5 project corridor.  These and other identified enhancement 
facilities within the project corridor, if implemented, would foster 
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community improvement through creation and/or enhancement of 
pedestrian or bicycle access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle 
routes with public transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular 
connectivity across I-5, and creation of trailheads and other 
recreational opportunities within local communities throughout 
the I-5 project area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast 
Regional and Community Enhancement Projects).  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway, as well as information regarding 
potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5 and the anticipated less than substantial 
nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
although project-related sound increases would vary by location, 
the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or 
fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three 
dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  
Projected noise levels at the closest noise receptors to the subject 
property at 557 San Mario Drive (R7.18 through R7.23, refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 and 25) would range from 
66 to 76 dBA with construction of the project and no soundwalls 
(refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  Based on the location of the 
subject property approximately one mile east of the noted noise 
receptors (from review of Google Maps) and standard attenuation 
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of roadway noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for 
every doubling of distance), project-related noise effects at this 
site would not be expected to meet or approach 67 decibels.  
Accordingly, associated noise levels under the No Build and build 
scenarios are expected to be below the noted noise abatement 
threshold.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise analysis and 
soundwall planning.

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

Noise barriers could be constructed to reduce noise but would not 
be mandated by state or federal environmental regulations with 
the No Build alternative because there would be no direct action 
that would cause noise levels to increase.  Thus, there would not 
be a nexus for requiring noise barriers as mitigation under state or 
federal environmental regulations, and funding for such barriers 
likely would likely not be available. 

Regarding need for the project, I-5 is the main north-south coastal 
corridor connecting San Diego County and Mexico with Orange 
County, the Los Angeles metropolitan area, and beyond.  Traffic 
volumes on I-5 have historically increased in the past despite 
continued increases in gasoline prices.  The 2050 RTP indicates 
that the increased demand will occur due to regional population 
growth, increased goods movement, increased economic growth, 
and greater recreational and tourist activity.  As such, without 
improvements to I-5, traffic conditions and the effective movement 
of people and goods will continue to deteriorate (refer to EIR/EIS 
Section 1.3, Need for the Project, and Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” for additional discussion of the need for the project).
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Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.

The final decision as to project approval or denial (as well as 
specific alternative approval, as appropriate) is made when the 
Caltrans District Director signs the Project Report (PR).  The 
Final EIR/EIS is an appendix to the PR.  Prior to the final decision 
and preparation of the Record of Decision, the Federal Highway 
Administration would review comments received on the Final  
EIR/EIS and approve the alternative selection.  The soonest that all 
of this could occur is late 2013.  
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Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns, which 
have been included as part of the public record.  As outlined in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a level 
of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans criteria).  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the  
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The use of such noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated 
to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise, and would 
provide noise abatement for a number of associated noise receptors 
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in accordance with applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements 
(refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis).  As indicated in this 
comment, however, proposed soundwalls would provide little or no 
benefit for the subject property (557 San Mario Drive), due to the 
intervening distance and topographic separation.  Based on the 
described protocol, measured and modeled noise levels at noise 
receptors within the project limits, and the location of the subject 
property approximately one mile east of the noted noise receptors 
and outside the project limits (from review of Google Maps), project-
related noise effects at this site would not be expected to meet or 
approach 67 decibels.  That is, projected noise levels at the closest 
noise receptors to the subject property (R7.18 through R7.21, refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 24) would range from 66 to 
72 dBA with construction of the project and no soundwalls (refer to 
EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  With the standard attenuation of roadway 
noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), associated noise levels under the No Build and build 
scenarios are expected to be substantially less than those described 
for the nearest noise receptors and below the noted noise abatement 
threshold.  Accordingly, no additional noise receptors or analysis are 
proposed in the subject area.
 
With respect to air quality concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation would 
not “decrease” local air quality conditions as stated in this comment, 
but rather would result in lower overall air emissions and related 
improvements to air quality compared to existing and projected 
future (no build) conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information related to air pollutants. 

01
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

With regard to air pollution, the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions 
because it will reduce congestion.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, for more detail.

Regarding noise concerns, as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners.  Please note, however, that project-related 
increases in traffic noise over no build conditions are anticipated 
to generally be approximately three decibels.  As described in the 
2007 Noise Study Report prepared for the project, changes of three 

01 
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dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.  

Regarding potential project impacts to the local quality of life, 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County.  Those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities and 
neighborhoods near the highway because the increased roadway 
surfaces, walls, landform modifications, and other project features 
would occur within a developed urban area and along a primary 
interstate already containing many of these features.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

01
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02 

02 Regarding potential concerns related to freeway improvements 
and associated congestion along I-5, project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system.  You may not have experienced 
benefit from past and ongoing focused I-5 improvements 
because the full benefit of the currently proposed project would 
be realized following installation of the High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes.  The use of these proposed lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  HOV/Managed Lanes can also serve as a strong incentive 
for ridesharing, which can help to manage congestion.  Within 
the project corridor, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak 
period vehicles are HOVs (anticipated increasing to roughly 10 to 
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20 percent by 2030), while approximately 60 percent of vehicles 
within the project limits during weekend peak periods are HOVs 
(refer to Section 3.6.3.1, Traffic and Transportation).  Benefits of 
the proposed project relative to the No Build alternative would be 
most noticeable in future years, when traffic loading has further 
increased.

02
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02 

03 

Thank you for your comment regarding noise concerns.  Your 
comments have been included as part of the public record.  As 
discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although 
project-related decibel increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or 
fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three 
dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S680 east of I-5 and 
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north of Encinitas Boulevard in the vicinity of the subject property 
(110 Mangano Circle; refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
34 and 35).  While S680 would provide “feasible” noise abatement 
for associated noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23), 
it was determined not to be “reasonable” due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” allowance (Table 
3.15.24).  If the estimated construction cost could not be reduced 
to less than or equal to the "reasonable" allowance, construction 
of S680 would not be recommended.  Without construction of a 
soundwall, noise levels at R11.23 (the closest noise receptor to 
the subject property) would be 72 dBA, 2 dBA higher than without 
the proposed project improvements.  As described in the 2007 
Noise Study Report, changes of three dBA or less generally are 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information regarding the soundwall planning process.

Regarding air quality concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation 
would result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements 
to air quality compared to existing and projected future (no build) 
conditions.  For particulate matter (PM) such as dust and diesel 
exhaust particulates, the noted project improvements to traffic 
operations would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared 
to baseline (2006) conditions.  The proposed project, therefore, 
would comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and is unlikely 
to increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  Additionally, based on screening that used 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency PM guidance (described 
in Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project of Air 
Quality Concern because of the relatively low truck volumes and 
percentage of traffic when comparing build alternatives against a 
no project condition.  A number of measures are also identified in 
Section 3.14 to control construction-related particulate generation 
(e.g., dust), with additional information provided in Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants.”

01
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With respect to providing additional improvements on I-15, 
multimodal improvements similar to those proposed for the North 
Coast Corridor were recently completed on the 20-mile stretch of 
I-15 between SR-163 and SR-78.  The proposed project entails 
improvements to the I-5 NCC to relieve existing and projected future 
traffic congestion along this corridor through design year 2050, and 
it is one element of a larger transportation upgrade that is planned 
for the corridor.  The design of the project was based on regional 
growth forecasts to accommodate anticipated growth.  Because 
I-15 serves different destinations than I-5, further improvements to 
that freeway are not anticipated to substantially reduce congestion 
along I-5.

03 
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Thank you for your comments.  Your support of the proposed project 
has been included as part of the public record.  Your conclusions 
regarding the regional and national importance of the I-5 NCC 
Project are consistent with those of Caltrans, other applicable 
transportation planning agencies, and the Department of Defense.  
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01 
Thank you for your comment regarding non-highway forms of 
transportation.  Your comment has been included as part of the 
public record.  Please note that the proposed project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  A number of potential 
community enhancement projects are identified within the project 
corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these 
enhancement facilities would create and/or improve amenities such 
as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections between pedestrian 
and bicycle routes and public transit centers, and park and ride 
facilities.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding mass transit options.
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02 

Thank you for comments regarding potential project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of Lomas Santa Fe in 
the City of Solana Beach (813 Santa Rosita).  As indicated in this 
comment and described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, noise 
evaluation in the vicinity of the subject property determined that 
a soundwall at this location would not be “feasible” (i.e., would 
not provide adequate noise reduction) under FHWA and Caltrans 
guidelines, due to elevation differences between residential outdoor 
use areas and the freeway (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  The 
projected future noise level at the representative noise receptor 
(R7.19, 819 Santa Rosita) for the subject property is 66 decibels 
(dBA) with the project and no soundwall, an increase of two dBA 
over no build noise levels (see Table 3.15.15).  Changes of three 
dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear. The projected future noise level of 66 dBA would be 
below the FHWA and Caltrans “severely impacted” threshold of 
75 dBA, which would require consideration of noise abatement 
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02
cont. 

(please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis).

Improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  Upgrades 
to this segment of the National Strategic Highway Network are 
important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major 
interstate, the project also would benefit the regional economy 
through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock on this 
major shipping and general transportation route.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic, as 
well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan,” which addresses 
why the proposed improvements to I-5 are considered appropriate 
and consistent with the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan.  To the extent possible 
and practicable, Caltrans has attempted to achieve these regional 
objectives while minimizing impacts to property.

Based solely on the effects of the proposed I-5 modifications, 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation because a number of larger factors 
drive property values in the San Diego region. These factors include 
proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility to public 
facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as 
well as a potential increase in property values over time.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information 
regarding factors affecting residential property value based on 
potential transportation project effects.  

01
cont. 
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
although project-related sound increases would vary by location, 
the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or 
fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions. Changes of three 
dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and 
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
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updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, 
now contained in Appendix K).  The use of such noise abatement 
facilities has been demonstrated to be effective in the reduction of 
traffic-generated noise, and would provide noise abatement for a 
number of associated noise receptors in accordance with FHWA 
and Caltrans requirements.  In the area of the subject property 
(822 Santa Inez), a soundwall (S622) was identified, with two 
potential options evaluated.  Specifically, as described in Section
3.15, Option 1 of this structure extends between stations 616+45 
and 626+00, and would provide noise abatement for residences 
represented by noise Receptors R7.18 and R7.20 to R7.32 (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 and 25).  This option 
was not recommended, however, due to the potential for this 
soundwall to block scenic views of San Elijo Lagoon from area 
residences.  Option 2 for S622 would extend between stations 
619+20 and 622+00, and would provide noise abatement for 
residences represented by noise Receptors R7.23 through R7.26 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 and 25).  Option 
2 would not be “reasonable” due to exceedance of the projected 
construction cost allowance, but would be recommended for 
“severely impacted” noise receptors.  The final decision regarding 
construction of this soundwall would be made based on final project 
design parameters, the coastal permitting process, and input from 
affected homeowners.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise and 
soundwall analysis.

01
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Thank you for your comment, which has been included as part 
of the public record.  With regard to visual concerns from the 
proposed project, Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the 
visual impact of each build alternative would be high.  Additionally, 
this section of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that depict 
roadway-level visual impacts of the project (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences between present 
views and proposed views).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual 
effects of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5. 
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative 
is noted.

Regarding spending project monies on mass transit, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Each of the transportation options receives funding.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements for mass transit.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.
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Regarding high-speed rail, the high-speed rail and I-5 projects do 
not precisely intersect.  According to the California High Speed Rail 
Authority’s Revised 2012 Business Plan, the high-speed rail segment 
from San Francisco to Los Angeles and Anaheim is not anticipated 
to be complete until 2029, with the segment from Los Angeles to San 
Diego following later.  Thus, potential traffic benefits associated with 
high-speed rail would not occur until well into the future.  

With regard to dependence on oil and petroleum, as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated 
to result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by 
relieving congestion and reducing out-of-direction travel.   

01
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Thank you for your comment regarding freeway ramp access, 
which has been included as part of the public record.  The location 
of on- and off-ramps relative to connecting local roadways (i.e., 
left or right side of the roadway) varies at a given interchange, 
depending on several factors, including but not limited to, the 
vertical and horizontal alignment of the freeway and intersecting 
roadway, the width of the freeway right-of-way at the interchange, 
adjoining land uses, topography, the type of ramp (e.g., loop or 
diamond), or other constraints such as rivers or lagoons.  These 
are some of the considerations that determine the design and 
alignment of freeway on- and off-ramps.  Given the variability of 
conditions at interchanges along the North Coast Corridor (and 
other regional freeways), it is not possible to uniformly design or 
reconfigure all freeway ramps.  Way-finding signage is provided 
along freeways and at interchanges to direct motorists in advance 
of the proper lanes to exit or enter the freeway.
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Thank you for your interest in the project.  Specific information 
relevant to the locally preferred alternative (LPA; the refined 
8+4 Buffer alternative) was shown on Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.4.4, 
Relocations Associated with the 8+4 with Buffer Alternative, as well 
as Appendix C: Relocation Assistance Information, located at the 
back of the EIR/EIS.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
LPA and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Relocation information associated with the Preferred 
Alternative is shown on Final EIR/EIS Table 3.4.4b.  Engineers are 
still refining the project design and working to minimize the project 
footprint to avoid impacts to properties as much as possible.  
Further refinement will continue through final project design, and 
precise numbers and dimensions of properties required will not be 
known until just prior to acquisition of individual properties.
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Thank you for your comments regarding project noise concerns and 
the potential for using an alternative (“noise reducing”) surfacing 
material on the freeway lanes as a noise abatement measure.  Your 
comments have been included as part of the public record.  Please 
note, however, that quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt 
concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise 
abatement measure that can be applied in accordance with federal 
policy.  Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement 
types in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the long-
term noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt 
surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor being 
considered in wider applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, 
asphalt has a lower life expectancy than concrete, so it would have 
to be repaired or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been 
made about practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not 
currently included in noise abatement measures.
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record. 

With respect to your concern regarding project improvements and 
related traffic, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in 
a substantial number of additional trips.  Proposed improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050.  The High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would 
give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods and ease congestion on the facility overall by providing 
the additional HOV/Managed Lanes lane capacity.  Please also 
note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS – meaning the least 
amount of freeway expansion.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
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has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
for additional information regarding accommodation of anticipated 
traffic.

The basis for the traffic analysis and the need for the proposed 
improvements is founded on research and documentation prepared 
by the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  As 
discussed in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the need for 
the improvements associated with the I-5 NCC Project is based on 
population projections that were independently prepared by SANDAG, 
as part of its 2050 Regional Growth Forecast.  On average historically, 
the SANDAG Regional Growth Forecast has been accurate within  
+/- 0.4 percent of actual annual counts for population, housing, and 
employment.  Caltrans did not adjust or modify those projections in 
determining the need for the proposed improvements.  Furthermore, 
Caltrans used the Regional Transportation Model prepared by 
SANDAG, which is based on SANDAG’s growth forecast, to predict 
traffic conditions expected within the North Coast Corridor with and 
without future improvements to I-5.  Lastly, in determining traffic 
congestion, Caltrans used the Highway Capacity Manual prepared 
by the Transportation Research Board.  The HCM is a worldwide 
reference for transportation and traffic analysis.  

02
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  

Regarding your comments addressing the addition of vehicles 
on the road, in order to ensure a safe and efficient corridor for 
transportation, it is necessary to accommodate projected growth.  
The role of Caltrans is not to project, restrict, or cause future growth; 
rather, its role is to ensure provision of a safe, efficient, reliable 
highway system that accommodates the growth anticipated by local 
and regional planning agencies.  Caltrans has considered growth 
projections obtained from San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) and the relative size of improvements needed.  These 
proposed improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system that 
would allow the region to work toward complex solutions, such as 
changes in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  
It is important to note, however, that following circulation of the 
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Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative would only contain High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes as part of the project design.  The use of HOV/
Managed Lanes provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities, as well as resulting 
in a decrease of traffic when compared to I-5 use without HOV/
Managed Lanes. 

Additionally, the potential for induced or latent demand has been 
included in project analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As 
described, the projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project.  Considering this factor, 
as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of 
additional vehicles on the road is anticipated to be relatively small.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated 
traffic, as well as Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding 
limited lifespan of transportation improvements.  

With respect to pollution generation and water quality concerns, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, 
identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated 
with implementation of the identified build alternatives and the No 
Build alternative.  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management practices 
(BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality concerns, 
based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, 
including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  
Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related 
to the following project elements and phases:  maintenance, 
design pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  

02 
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Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified 
in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing 
“treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of 
the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from 
Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be 
evaluated and implemented to address impacts during the planning 
and design, construction, and operational phases, and concludes 
that Caltrans is committed to prevent or minimize impacts to water 
quality.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

Regarding air quality related pollution, and as described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on air 
pollutant emissions.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency;   improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.  With regard to dependence on foreign oil, as described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated 
to result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by 
relieving congestion and reducing out-of-direction travel.  

03 

02
cont. 
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01

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns.  
As indicated in this comment, flat masonry walls do reflect most of 
the noise energy striking the wall surface.  They do not, however, 
amplify noise or “…move it up and outward like a mushroom 
shaped cloud.”  It’s also important to note that much of the noise 
energy generated from freeway sources (vehicles) does not strike 
the soundwall surface.  Specifically, noise from roadway traffic is 
not one-dimensional, but rather emanates out from the source in 
all directions.  Noise energy that does strike the wall is reflected at 
an incident angle (i.e., an angle similar to that at which the energy 
struck the wall).  Accordingly, noise energy that strikes a wall and 
is reflected at very low incident angles can potentially result in 
an increase of overall noise levels at associated noise receptors 
(i.e., at locations behind the walls).  The majority of noise energy 
in this scenario, however, would strike the wall and be reflected at 
higher incident angles (emanating upward), such that it would not 
contribute to an increase in associated receptor noise levels.  For 
situations with parallel walls located along both sides of a wide 

01

Response to Roger Kingston
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01
cont.

freeway corridor on primarily variable terrain (such as the I-5 NCC 
Project corridor), the resulting attenuation (with distance) would 
further reduce the level of any reflected noise, and the related 
contribution to noise levels at associated noise receptors would 
be minimal.  Specifically, the Federal Highway Administration 
Highway Noise Barrier Handbook notes that, for width-to-height 
ratios between 10:1 and 20:1, the  maximum barrier insertion loss 
would be between zero and three dB, which “…at most…is barely 
perceptible; therefore, no action [is] required in most instances.”  
Accordingly, because the distances between parallel barriers on I-5 
would equal or exceed 200 feet (and potential soundwall heights 
range from 8 to 16 feet), associated reflection effects would be 
minimal. 

There are several types of Caltrans-approved soundwall surfaces 
that absorb noise.  While the use of such surfaces for the proposed 
project would result in only minor noise reduction due to the 
conditions described above (and thus may not be cost-effective), 
your comments are part of the public record.

01
cont. 
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01

02

03 

04 

Thank you for your comments.  They have been included as part 
of the public record.

Diversion of trucks to I-15 is not considered a viable or practical 
alternative for improving traffic flow on I-5 through the North Coast 
Corridor.  While eliminating trucks transporting goods through the 
corridor would reduce traffic volume and congestion, it would result 
in increased environmental impacts related to increased energy 
consumption and related air quality emissions.  Forcing trucks with 
destinations along the coast of California to I-15 would require 
these trucks to travel longer distances, resulting in higher vehicle 
miles travelled (VMT).  Furthermore, the percentage of truck traffic 
of total traffic is relatively low.  Analysis of truck traffic, which was 
based on the Caltrans truck traffic book published by Caltrans 
headquarters and on field counts, showed that the truck traffic was 
between five and seven percent on I-5, which was averaged to 
six percent.

01

Responses to Kathy Knight
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As discussed in Section 3.14 of the EIR/EIS, VMT is related to 
greenhouse gas and criteria pollutant generation.  An increase 
in VMT would result in a proportionate increase greenhouse gas 
emissions and criteria pollutants.  The increased travel distance 
would also place a financial burden on trucking companies due 
to higher fuel and labor costs which would most likely result in 
increased consumer prices for the goods being transported.  
Furthermore, prohibiting trucks and military traffic from using this 
segment of the nation’s Strategic Highway Network is not within 
the purview of Caltrans.

01
cont. 

02

03

Regarding the use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lanes, inclusion of these lanes within the I-5 corridor is identified in 
a number of related planning documents, including the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation 
Plans (RTPs) and the North Coast Transportation Study.   
HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing, and, as stated in 
Section 1.3.5 of the EIR/EIS, provide additional highway capacity in 
a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities.  Within the project corridor, 
approximately 13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are 
HOVs (anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent by 2030), 
while approximately 60 percent of vehicles within the project limits 
during weekend peak periods are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1, 
Traffic and Transportation).

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.  

With regard to project funding, funds from the TransNet program, 
approved by the voters, are distributed to transportation projects 
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05

06

07 

in general.  TransNet monies are divided into rough thirds, with 
approximately one-third each going to highways, transit, and local 
roadways, respectively.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use of 
public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.  Such 
funds have been allocated to transportation uses by the voters, 
and also are not available for business development purposes.

03
cont. 

04

05 Your opposition to the proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility due 
to its proximity to San Elijo Lagoon is noted.  As shown in Final 
EIR/EIS Figure 2.2-3, Sheets 26 and 27, these proposed transit 
facilities would be constructed on the north side of Manchester 
Avenue and would not directly impact San Elijo Lagoon.  Regarding 
potential project-related effects to wetlands and biological 
resources in San Elijo Lagoon, these issues are addressed 
under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures (including Sections
3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species).  
Based on these analyses, all project-related impacts to biological 

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted and has been 
included as part of the public record.
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resources in the identified coastal lagoons (including San Elijo) 
and related waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into 
the project design, and an extensive mitigation package has been 
developed in concert with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as 
shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation would 
be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources 
that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources 
than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that, since circulation of the Draft  
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 
potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six coastal 
lagoons and/or related waterways, with important new information 
provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into 
the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  This evaluation incorporates the 
results of associated technical analyses, including hydrologic and 
hydraulic studies and Caltrans interaction with lagoon scientists, to 
determine the appropriate bridge lengths and channel dimensions 
that would reduce the level to which levees or other man-made 
features restrict tidal flushing (water movement and exchange).  
These studies were used to determine the appropriate I-5 bridge 
lengths to meet the project objectives and maximize the health 
and function of the lagoons (with the San Elijo Lagoon bridge 
proposed to be lengthened and widened).  Please also refer to 
the Environmental Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures associated with the 
lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” for additional 
information on potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

05
cont. 

06 Regarding potential project impacts to water quality, air quality, and 
sensitive wildlife (bird) species from noise generation in the vicinity 
of San Elijo Lagoon, these issues are addressed in Sections 3.10, 
Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, 3.14, Air Quality, and 3.21, 
Threatened and Endangered Species, of the EIR/EIS. 

As you note, bird mortality from road strikes does occur. In this 
instance, however, the project proposes modification to a major 
transportation corridor. Increase in bird mortality related to this 



SOLANA BEACH PUBLIC HEARING (Aug. 24, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-407

incremental change is not expected to be substantial. Specifically 
with regard to the proposed park and ride, it is located in a non-
natural area just north of the lagoon. Bird movement in this area 
would be expected to be predominantly east-west, following lagoon 
resources. Cars accessing the park and ride would be moving at 
reduced speeds, and would not be expected to provide a major 
threat to birds in the area. Regarding potential noise impacts to 
sensitive bird species, the analysis in Section 3.21 incorporates 
modeling of project-generated noise levels at a number of 
receptor sites, including four locations in San Elijo Lagoon. 
The results of these efforts indicate that projected future noise 
levels at the lagoon would increase by one decibel at three noise 
receptors, and would decrease by one decibel at the fourth site 
(refer to Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.21.2).  While this level of increase 
(or decrease) would be generally imperceptible to humans, the  
 EIR/EIS indicates that the level of noise changes that is perceptible 
to bird species is unclear. There is no single standard or threshold 
for determining substantial noise effects on all bird species.  Prior 
studies that have indicated a possible noise effect threshold for 
certain species of songbirds have not been scientifically shown 
to be valid for those species addressed in the I-5 NCC Project 
Natural Environment Study (NES).  Under existing conditions, 
noise in excess of 70 decibels occurs over various amounts of 
wetland and upland habitats that either support, or have potential 
to support, special status bird species at the lagoons within the 
project area.  Although population numbers have undergone 
natural fluctuations over the years, these species continue to 
forage, nest, breed, and consistently occur within suitable habitat 
during the breeding season in areas subjected to a wide range of 
noise levels.  Please refer to Section 4.9 of the NES for further 
details. Please also refer to the response to your Comment 05 
above for discussion of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
efforts at the six coastal lagoons (including San Elijo), as well as 
additional recent technical studies associated with lagoons in the 
I-5 NCC Project area.   

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 

06
cont. 
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lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.

For water quality, EIR/EIS Section 3.10 identifies and evaluates 
potential water quality impacts associated with implementation 
of the identified build alternatives and the No Build alternative.  
Specifically, this includes direct impacts associated with short-
term (construction) activities such as erosion within disturbed 
soil areas (DSA) and accidental discharge of construction-related 
contaminants (e.g., fuels and lubricants), as well as long-term 
(operational) impacts such as the generation of vehicle-related 
contaminants (e.g., particulates and metals from brake pad 
wear, and exhaust-generated contaminants such as nitrite).  This 
analysis provides quantified assessments of potential impacts 
related to existing/proposed impervious (paved) surfaces, as well 
as identification of associated potential pollutant generation and 
related effects, and also addresses associated indirect impacts 
such as downstream sediment and contaminant transport (i.e., 
sedimentation) and the potential discharge of contaminants related 
to long-term facility operation and maintenance activities such as 
landscaping (e.g., green waste and pesticides and herbicides).  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and 
guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan 
(SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable 
BMPs related to the following project elements and phases:  
maintenance (Category IA), design pollution prevention (Category 
IB), construction (Category II), and “treatment” (Category III).  
Caltrans-approved preliminary, project-specific BMPs are identified 
in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing 
“treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of 
the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from 
Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be 
evaluated and implemented to address impacts during the planning 
and design, construction, and operational phases, and concludes 
that Caltrans is committed to prevent or minimize impacts to water 

06
cont. 
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quality.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

07

06
cont. 

As stated above, your preference for the No Build alternative is 
noted.
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01

02

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a 
multimodal system.  The use of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes would provide additional highway capacity by 
increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more 
reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during 
peak periods.  It is recognized that the proposed project would 
not completely eliminate gridlock or bottlenecks.  Nonetheless, the 
project would result in substantially less congestion than would 
occur under the No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined 
in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays in 
Year 2030 under the No Build alternative would be approximately 

01

Responses to Paul Lasker
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14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for 
the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

Regarding alternative transportation and mass transit, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to alternative transportation 
modes. 

Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.

01 
cont.

02
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01

02

03 

Thank you for your question regarding the construction timing for 
the project.  An estimate of the construction phasing for the project 
is included in Section 2.4, Phased Construction, of the EIR/EIS.  
As discussed in this section, the I-5 NCC Project is anticipated to 
be constructed in three phases between now and the year 2035.  

As described in Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian 
and Bicycle Facilities, of the EIR/EIS, identified mitigation 
measures include the implementation of a Traffic Management 
Plan (TMP) during (and potentially after) construction.  The 
TMP would include a Public Awareness Program to distribute 
information such as construction schedules and locations, as 
well as a Traffic Operations Strategies Program to implement and 
evaluate on-the-ground efforts to address traffic-related concerns 
such as road closures and alternate route strategies. Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Construction Traffic.”

01

02

Responses to Frank D. Layton
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Regarding potential project impacts to San Elijo Lagoon, these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality 
and Storm Water Runoff, and under the Biological Environment 
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures (including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species).  Regarding water quality issues, the  
EIR/EIS identifies and evaluates potential water quality effects 
from the project build alternatives and the No Build alternative.  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management 
practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related water 
quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, 
manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP 
identifies applicable BMPs related to project elements and phases 
including maintenance, Design Pollution Prevention, construction, 
and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary, project-specific 
BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and 
location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 
corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to  
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have 
been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K). The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.

Based on the analyses provided in EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 
through 3.22, all project-related impacts to biological resources 
in the identified coastal lagoons (including San Elijo) and related 
waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through 
appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been incorporated into the project 
design, and an extensive mitigation package has been developed 
in concert with the wildlife agencies.  Since circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies have been prepared regarding 

03
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potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of all six coastal 
lagoons and/or related waterways, with important new information 
provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into 
the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  The San Elijo Lagoon bridge 
is proposed to be lengthened.  The proposed bridge would result 
in increased tidal range and fluvial flow characteristics, with 
associated benefits for lagoon habitats, residence time, water 
quality, and flood control. It also would result in establishment of 
1.1 acres of new wetland, and would allow for a wider range of 
future restoration alternatives.  A 12-foot-wide bench to facilitate 
wildlife movement would be provided on the I-5 southern 
abutment, below a proposed 12-foot-wide fenced pedestrian 
path.  Pedestrian fencing would be provided along the proposed 
bicycle and pedestrian trail adjacent to the lagoon to prevent trail 
users from accessing sensitive habitat.  As shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution for coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  At San Elijo Lagoon, one 
site has been purchased for preservation of upland habitat, and 
potential mitigation and enhancement opportunities include lagoon 
restoration, establishment of a new Pacific Coast Highway outlet, 
and creation and restoration of additional upland habitat.  Please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list 
of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” for 
additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons.

03 
cont.
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Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
adverse effects on people living adjacent to I-5 and San Elijo 
Lagoon.  Your comments are noted and have been included as 
part of the public record.

The potential for adverse effects to people and homes throughout 
the corridor would likely be through direct impact (acquisition of a 
portion or all of the property), or effects such as noise and changes 
to the visual and community environment.  The EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined. This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS. The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and is identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative. No property acquisition would be needed in 
Solana Beach for the Preferred Alternative. 

Caltrans is a state agency specifically formed for the purpose of 
addressing state highway system needs and has no authority to 
independently require or authorize the scheduling of work hours of 
those people using the highway system, including those of other 
public, governmental offices.  Caltrans agrees with the observation 
that travel time is a function of the time of day as evidenced by the 
increase in travel time that occurs during commute hours when 
substantially higher hourly traffic volumes occur.  

With regard to construction work, although specific data regarding 
the schedule of construction is not available at this time, timing 

01

Response to Frank D. Layton
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of activities is planned considering both potential noise and traffic 
impacts.  As identified in EIR/EIS Section 3.15.4, noisier operations 
would be planned to occur at times that would be least sensitive to 
noise receptors.  To the extent possible and practicable given that 
constraint, construction-related activities are generally focused 
during nonpeak hours to minimize traffic delays.  As described 
in Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities, of the EIR/EIS, identified mitigation measures include the 
implementation of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) during (and 
potentially after) construction.  The TMP would encompass a Public 
Awareness Program to distribute such information as construction 
schedules and locations, as well as a Traffic Operations Strategies 
Program to implement and evaluate on-the-ground efforts to 
address traffic-related concerns including road closures and 
alternate route strategies.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Construction Traffic.” 

01 
cont.
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02 

Thank you for your comment regarding mass transportation.  
Your comments are noted and have been included as part of the 
public record.  Please note that the project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

I-5 improvements are intended to accommodate projected traffic 
increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system (as 
mentioned in the above response) and to allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions, including changes in land use patterns 
that take  extended time  to implement.  Please note that if needed 

01
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improvements are not made to accommodate anticipated growth, 
there is the potential for significant impacts to the quality of life 
for local residents.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” for additional information on project-related growth 
concerns.

02 
cont.
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03 

Thank you for your comments regarding mass transit.  Your 
preference is noted and has been included as part of the public 
record.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work at 
peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.   Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to mass transit. 

Regarding your comment concerning tax dollars being directed 
toward mass transit – funds from the TransNet program, approved 
by the voters, are distributed to transportation projects in general.  

01
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TransNet monies are divided into rough thirds, with approximately 
one-third each going to highways, transit, and local roadways, 
respectively.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes, including bike and 
pedestrian facilities.

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described in EIR/
EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

With regard to noise and as discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the 
EIR/EIS, although project-related decibel increases would vary by 
location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be 
three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes 
of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration [FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  
Projected noise levels at the closest noise receptors to the subject 
property (R6.2 and R6.3, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 
21) would be 67 and 64 dBA, respectively, with construction of the 
project and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.13).  Based 
on the location of the subject property (764 East Solana Circle) 
approximately 3000 feet west of the freeway corridor (from review of 
Google Maps) and the standard attenuation of roadway noise over 
distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), 
project-related noise effects at this site would not be expected to 
meet or approach 67 dBA.  Future noise levels under the build and 
No Build alternatives are expected to be below the noted noise 
abatement threshold.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.
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02

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
noise, air quality, and aesthetic concerns, which have been 
included as part of the public record.  Your preference for the No 
Build alternative is also noted and part of the public record.

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible”, “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners (per applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and 
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, 
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Responses to Suellen Lodge



SOLANA BEACH PUBLIC HEARING (Aug. 24, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-422

now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  Although 
project-related decibel increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer 
decibels over no build conditions.  As described in the project 
2007 Noise Study Report, changes of three dBA or less generally 
are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  While the 
final design of individual soundwalls has not been determined,  
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, identifies a number of 
related potential design options to address visual concerns, 
including the use of transparent materials to retain desirable views 
(refer to EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).  Such walls could be constructed 
at the top of the slope on the right-of-way line or on private 
property in situations where noise receptors are located above 
the elevation of the freeway.  The use of noise abatement facilities 
such as those proposed for the project has been demonstrated to 
be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  

It should also be noted that, while identified soundwalls may not 
provide noise abatement at locations such as the subject property 
(507 Marview Lane) due to intervening distance (approximately 
0.4 mile from the I-5 corridor based on review of Google Maps) 
and topographic considerations, they would not “funnel the sound 
up and over the wall.”  While some noise would be emitted at 
angles that carry it over the walls to adjacent areas, noise energy 
that does strike soundwalls is reflected and/or absorbed, but does 
not extend up and over the walls to associated noise receptors as 
indicated in this comment.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis. 

Regarding your concerns about air quality and particulate matter 
(PM), and based on screening using U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency PM guidance (as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air
Quality), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality Concern 
due to relatively low truck volumes and percentage of traffic when 
comparing build alternatives against a no project condition.  The 
proposed project would improve traffic operations by smoothing 
traffic flow and would contribute to lower PM emissions when 
compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project 
would therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and 

01 
cont.
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cont.
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06 

is unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any existing 
nonattainment of those standards.  A number of measures are also 
identified in Section 3.14 to control construction-related particulate 
generation (e.g., dust), with additional information provided in Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants.”

02

01 
cont.

Regarding general project-related effects to wetlands and biological 
resources in San Elijo Lagoon, these issues are addressed under the 
Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment,
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures (including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, 
through 3.22, Invasive Species).  Project-related impacts to 
biological resources in the identified coastal lagoons (including San 
Elijo) and related waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/
or mitigated through appropriate measures such as conformance 
with regulatory requirements and related efforts including habitat 
preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  Substantial avoidance 
and minimization efforts have been incorporated into the project 
design, and an extensive mitigation package has been developed in 
concert with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program  
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution to coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, 
since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology 
and hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, 
with important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft  
EIR/EIS and incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including hydrologic and hydraulic studies and Caltrans 
interaction with lagoon scientists, to determine the appropriate bridge 
lengths and channel dimensions that would reduce the level to which 
levees or other man-made features restrict water movement and 
exchange.  These studies were used to determine the appropriate 
I-5 bridge lengths to meet the project objectives and maximize the 
health and function of the lagoons.  The San Elijo Lagoon bridge is 
proposed to be lengthened and widened.  Additional information is 
provided in Topical Response “Lagoon Effects.”
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With respect to the concern expressed over the impact to the 
project on migratory birds, as indicated in Section 3.20 of the  
EIR/EIS, construction would not occur in more than two lagoons at 
any one time to minimize impacts on migratory birds using the lagoon 
systems within the study area.  In addition, whenever possible, 
construction activities that generate noise that would disrupt bird 
nesting activities would not occur during the typical nesting season 
(February 15 through August 31).  When construction during the 
breeding season cannot be avoided, biological surveys would be 
done to identify active nests, and construction would be directed 
away from those nests until they are no longer actively used.  

Project-related traffic and growth projections are derived from 
established sources such as the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) series forecasts, as well as project-
specific technical analyses.  These projections are used to determine 
anticipated need for improvements.  On average historically, the 
SANDAG Regional Growth Forecast has been accurate within 
+/- 0.4 percent of actual annual counts for population, housing, 
and employment.  Accordingly, I-5 improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system.  Please refer to Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan,” which addresses why review of, and improvements to, 
transportation facilities require an ongoing process.  Also, for more 
information on growth forecasts, please refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth.” 

All projects involving a federal action must comply with Executive 
Order 13045:  Protection of Children from Environmental Health 
Risks and Safety Risks.  Given the nature of the project, which 
is designed to maintain or reduce travel time through reduction 
in congestion along the I-5 corridor, it is anticipated that health 
effects associated with traffic congestion would be improved over 
existing conditions.  Please refer to the analysis of emissions in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, which notes that the proposed 
project would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic flow 
and would contribute to lower PM emissions as compared to the No 
Build alternative. In addition, the mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
analysis conducted for the proposed alternatives also presented 
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in Section 3.14 indicated that there would be an approximately 49 
percent decrease in 2030 MSAT emissions over baseline (2006) 
conditions. 

Differences in MSAT emissions among the proposed No Build 
alternative and the build alternatives were provided in Tables 3.14.8 
and 3.14.9 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12), for 
future years 2015 and 2030.  Potential long-term health effects of 
living in proximity to a freeway were discussed on page 3.14-9 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional discussion on potential air quality health effects.

Based solely on the effects of the proposed I-5 modifications, 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation because a number of larger factors 
drive property values in the San Diego region. These factors 
include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility to 
public facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, 
etc., as well as a potential increase in property values over 
time. Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is 
noted. 

Regarding your preference for alternative transportation, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of 
these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.

I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 to allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions that take extended time to implement.  
The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
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communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool users 
and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of 
heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  A number of potential 
community enhancement projects are identified within the project 
corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these 
facilities would create and/or improve amenities such as pedestrian 
or bicycle corridors, connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes 
and public transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of 
these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Based 
on regional traffic projections (refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth”), these measures are not a substitute for freeway widening.

Regarding your comment about budget accountability, the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is the regional 
planning agency responsible for disbursing funds to various modes 
of transportation throughout the County.  SANDAG has committees 
specifically designed to provide opportunities for citizens, elected 
officials, agency staff, and representatives of civic and community 
groups to become involved in programs within the region.  One such 
committee, the TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee 
(ITOC), was formed to provide a higher level of accountability for 
expenditure of funds.  More information about this committee and 
SANDAG is also available at www.sandag.org. 

You are also encouraged to visit the TransNet Dashboard at www.
transnettrip.com, to view the status of the I-5 NCC Project.  This 
website was created to keep the public informed on TransNet 
projects and provides up-to-date schedule, budget, and expenditure 
information.   

Planning for the I-5 corridor has been undertaken in concert with 
SANDAG, the Board of which is made up of representatives from 
each local jurisdiction in San Diego County.  Please refer to the 
response to your Comment 01 regarding mass transit.  
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Thank you for your comment expressing support for the I-5 NCC 
Project.  Your comments are noted and have been included as 
part of the public record.  As noted in your comment, the proposed 
project would result in a decrease of hundreds of tons per day 
in carbon dioxide emissions (refer to Topical Response “Climate 
Change” for additional details) and substantial reductions in traffic 
congestion relative to the No Build alternative.

01

02

01

02

Responses to Art Magnuson

The traffic analysis completed for the EIR/EIS was based on the 
full six-lane configuration of SR-56.  The addition of an additional 
lane in each direction on SR-56 is beyond the scope of the I-5 NCC 
Project, which is primarily focused on I-5.  



SOLANA BEACH PUBLIC HEARING (Aug. 24, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-429

03

Regarding your preference for cloverleaf freeway interchanges, 
the type of freeway ramps constructed at a given interchange 
depend on several factors, including but not limited to, the vertical 
and horizontal alignment of the freeway and intersecting roadway, 
the width of the freeway right-of-way at the interchange, adjoining 
land uses, topography, or other constraints such as rivers or 
lagoons.  Given the variability of conditions at interchanges along 
the I-5 NCC, it is not possible to uniformly design or reconfigure all 
freeway ramps as cloverleaves.  

03
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Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for the No 
Build alternative.  Your comment is noted and has been included 
as part of the public record.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.

Regarding potential project-related pollution impacts to water 
quality and air quality, these issues are addressed in Sections 3.10,
Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, and 3.14, Air Quality, of 
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the EIR/EIS. For water quality, EIR/EIS Section 3.10 identifies 
and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated with 
implementation of the identified build alternatives and the No Build 
alternative.  

Protecting water quality is important to Caltrans in every highway 
project, and measures have been taken to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate impacts to water resources from potential pollution, as 
documented in the Final EIR/EIS. Section 3.10 also identifies 
appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to address potential 
project-related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases:  maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary, 
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the 
nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within 
the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67 , which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the  
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

With regard to views and other visual concerns, please refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement relative to 
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viewers along I-5, as well as the less than substantial nature of 
project effects anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor. 

With respect to potential noise concerns, and as outlined in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related decibel 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally are 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners (per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
[FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a 
through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  
The use of such noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated 
to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information 
regarding factors affecting residential property value based on 
potential transportation project effects.  Based solely on the effects 
of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse impacts to 
property values are not anticipated because a number of larger 
factors drive property values in the San Diego region. These factors 
include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility to 
public facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, 
etc., as well as a potential increase in property values over time.  
With respect to impacts to quality of life, it is Caltrans’ intention to 
avoid and/or minimize potential negative effects, through efforts 
such as avoiding properties that abut an existing highway system 
to the extent possible.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
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and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/
EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Caltrans has also worked with 
local jurisdictions along the project corridor to develop a number 
of potential community enhancement projects.  The identified 
enhancement projects encompass several facilities in the vicinity 
of Solana Beach, including: (1) Streetscape Enhancements on Ida 
Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana Hills Drive; and (3)  I-5 
North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Solana Beach, intended to 
provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project corridor.  
These and other identified enhancement facilities within the project 
corridor, if implemented, would foster community improvement 
through creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian or bicycle 
access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit 
centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity across I-5, and 
creation of trailheads and other recreational opportunities within 
local communities throughout the I-5 project area (refer to EIR/EIS 
Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement 
Projects).  Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community 
Effects” regarding potential effects of the proposed I-5 modifications 
on North County and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities near the highway.  

Although detailed plans have not been prepared at this time, 
additional improvements to freeway interchanges within the North 
Coast Corridor would likely result in new disturbances.

Regarding planning for public transportation and examples from 
other communities and countries, the planning process for the 
Urban Area Transit Strategy involved developing a range of differing 
transit strategies and approaches to determine what kind of transit 
future would be desired for the San Diego region.  This process was 
extensive.  It included brainstorming sessions, public opinion surveys, 
public input questionnaires, and research on success stories from 
other regions.  Alternative unconstrained transit networks for the 
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San Diego region also were developed, and transportation planners 
from the United States and other countries made recommendations.  
Public input on the networks was gathered, and results were 
evaluated.  Industry experts conducted critical reviews, and there 
were many rounds of modifications and refinements.  As noted 
above, please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.

08
cont.
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Thank you for your comment regarding the need to expand I-5 in 
the North Coast Corridor.  Your comment is noted and has been 
included as part of the public record.  As stated in Chapter 1 in 
the EIR/EIS, the overall purpose of the project is to maintain or 
improve the existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 NCC 
in order to improve the safe and efficient regional movement of 
people and goods for the planning design year of 2050.  The  
EIR/EIS evaluates four “reasonable” build alternatives to achieve 
this purpose, including the 10+4 Barrier, 10+4 Buffer, 8+4 Barrier, 
and 8+4 Buffer.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

01
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Consistent with your comment regarding public transportation, 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.

Your comments on your experience using High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes on Interstate 15  are noted.  
Caltrans regrets that the experience was confusing to you.  
Access to the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes would be provided 
by Intermediate Access Points (IAPs) and Direct Access Ramps 
(DARs).  IAPs are at grade and adjacent to the general purpose 
lanes and allow motorists to enter and exit the HOV/Managed 
Lanes from the far left lane of the general purpose lanes (i.e., 
fast lane).  IAPs are proposed at various locations along the I-5 
in both the northbound and southbound direction.  Signage would 
be provided within the HOV/Managed Lanes to notify motorists 
in advance of the upcoming IAP to use for specific freeway 
exits so that vehicles have adequate time to transition from the  
HOV/Managed Lanes into the general purpose lanes and the 
freeway exits.  Signage would also be provided in the general 
purpose lanes of upcoming IAPs.  Lanes would be striped to 
provide clear access and transition between the general purpose 
and HOV/Managed Lanes.  Alternatives with buffers or barriers 
are under consideration for the proposed project.

Regarding your preference for the 8+4 Buffer alternative, the 
related comments are on record and will be considered during 
the decision-making process.  As noted above, the Preferred 
Alternative, a refined 8+4 Buffer alternative, was identified 
following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments.
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With respect to your comments on allowing trucks (including those 
with only one occupant) to use the HOV/Managed Lanes free of 
charge, Caltrans does not have the authority to change the laws 
regulating HOV lane use or allow trucks to use HOV lanes; this 
action would more appropriately be taken by the Legislature.  
Potential changes to California Vehicle Code Section 21654, which 
requires slow moving vehicles to stay as close as practicable 
to the right-hand lane, except when overtaking and passing 
another vehicle, and Section 22406, which limits the speed of 
various vehicles (including those having three or more axles) to a 
maximum of 55 miles per hour, would be required to allow trucks in 
the HOV/Managed Lanes. However, SANDAG has requested and 
received funding from Caltrans under the Competitive Planning 
Grant to study the viability of using managed lanes (two lanes in 
each direction) for freight movement during off-peak hours. These 
comments have been included as part of the public record as 
previously noted.  

05
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Thank you for your comment regarding freeway tolls.  Your 
comment has been included as part of the public record.  Under 
the proposed project, the general purpose lanes would remain 
available for all motorists, and the proposed High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes would be available to transit 
vehicles and carpools (HOV) free of charge.  Value Pricing is 
also proposed for the HOV/Managed Lanes, which is an option 
that provides additional highway capacity by allowing single-
occupant vehicles to pay to use the HOV/Managed Lanes when 
extra capacity exists, as approved by California Assembly Bill 574 
(2007).  Please refer to Section 1.3.5 in the EIR/EIS for additional 
information and benefits of Value Pricing.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
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at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.

As discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although 
project-related sound increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer 
decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or 
less generally are not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners (per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration [FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  Projected noise 
levels at the noise receptors nearest to the subject property at 
412 Marview Drive (R7.1, R7.2, and R7.3, refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 23 and 24) would range from 71 to 74 dBA 
with construction of the project and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/
EIS Table 3.15.15).  Based on the location of the subject property 
(based on Google Maps) approximately 1700 to 1900 feet west of 
the closest noise receptors and standard attenuation of roadway 
noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling 
of distance), project-related noise effects at this site would not be 
expected to meet or approach 67 decibels.  Future noise levels 
at the subject property under the No Build and build alternatives 
are, therefore, expected to be below the noted noise abatement 
threshold.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

03 
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Thank you for your comments regarding public transportation, 
which has been included as part of the public record.  Please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options.

With respect to potential noise concerns, as discussed in 
Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although project-related 
decibel increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) 
over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally 
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are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite 
this conclusion, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners (per applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and 
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have 
been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to  
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have 
been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated to 
be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.  

Regarding air quality related pollution, and as described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on air 
pollutants.

With respect to pollution generation and water quality concerns, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, 
identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated 
with implementation of the identified build alternatives and the No 
Build alternative.  Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related 
water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, 
manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP 
identifies applicable BMPs related to project construction and 
long-term operation, and include measures related to pollution 

02 
cont.
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prevention, pollution “treatment,” and maintenance of pollution 
BMP facilities.  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific 
BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and 
location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the 
I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the  
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

02 
cont.
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Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Regarding your comment concerning Caltrans spending tax dollars 
exclusively on expanding the I-5 and not public transportation – 
funding for this project is from the TransNet program.  Funds from 
the TransNet program, approved by the voters, are distributed to 
transportation projects in general.  TransNet monies are divided 
roughly into thirds, with approximately one-third each going to 
highways, transit, and local roadways, respectively.  Although 
Caltrans has been actively involved in the regional multimodal 
planning effort, Caltrans is a State agency with responsibility over 
state highways and is only responsible for highway improvements.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.

Regarding concerns of Caltrans taking away your quality of life, 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on 
North County and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities and neighborhoods near the highway.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 
has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  

01
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Caltrans has also worked with local jurisdictions along the project 
corridor to develop a number of potential community enhancement 
projects.  The identified enhancement projects encompass several 
facilities in the vicinity of Solana Beach, including: (1) Streetscape 
Enhancements on Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana Hills 
Drive; and (3) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Solana 
Beach, intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along the entire 
I-5 project corridor.  These and other identified enhancement facilities 
within the project corridor, if implemented, would foster community 
improvement through creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian or 
bicycle access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with public 
transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity across I-5, 
and creation of trailheads and other recreational opportunities within 
local communities throughout the I-5 project area (refer to EIR/EIS 
Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement 
Projects).  Based on the described information, implementation of 
new project features is not expected to have an adverse effect on the 
quality of life of local residents.

With regard to air pollution, the project is anticipated to result in 
improvements to air quality when compared to existing conditions.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion 
of project consistency with air quality regulations and anticipated 
decrease in emitted pollutants with project implementation, as well as 
to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

Regarding noise pollution, as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA; or greater), 
and where abatement is  “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners.  Please note, however, that project-related 
increases in traffic noise over no build conditions are anticipated to 
generally be approximately three decibels.  As described in the 2007 
Noise Study Report prepared for the project, changes of three dBA or 
less generally are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

02 
cont.
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Regarding potential project-related impacts from greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions – EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, analyzes 
project-associated GHG emissions, including a quantified evaluation 
of potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  Overall, 
project implementation would be expected to substantially lower 
I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from no project conditions because it 
will reduce congestion.  Please refer to Topical Response “Climate 
Change” for additional information regarding GHG emissions in 
California, research by Caltrans on this topic, and tons per day of 
carbon dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the project.  Please 
also refer to the analysis of emissions in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, which notes that the proposed project would improve traffic 
operations by smoothing traffic flow and would contribute to lower PM 
emissions as compared to the No Build alternative.

Regarding air quality related pollution and associated potential 
health effects, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor (as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air
Quality).  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions and 
related improvements to air quality compared to existing conditions.  
The analysis in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an 
approximately 49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics 
(MSAT) emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT 
emissions provided in Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for 
future years 2015 and 2030, respectively. The potential for long-term 
health effects from living in proximity to a freeway are addressed in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.3.  The proposed project, as previously 
indicated, would reduce emissions and improve overall air quality 
and health conditions relative to the future No Build scenario.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants,” for additional discussion on 
potential air quality health effects.

02 
cont.

03

Please note that view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most visible 
across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and 
these views would be maintained, including Los Peñasquitos 
Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some soundwalls 
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or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views would 
not be obstructed.

It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
properties and sensitive resources that abut an existing highway 
system to the extent possible.  When widening an existing roadway, 
however, complete avoidance is often not possible.  Upgrades 
to this segment of the National Strategic Highway Network are 
important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major 
interstate, the project also would benefit the regional economy 
through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock on this 
major shipping and general transportation route.  

Regarding spending project monies on mass transit, the proposed 
project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.   
Each of the transportation options receives funding.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes provides additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  A number of potential 
community enhancement projects are identified within the project 
corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, 
these facilities would create and/or improve amenities such as 
pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections between pedestrian 
and bicycle routes and public transit centers, and park and ride 
facilities.  The proposed project improvements would result in 
reduced air pollutants and energy use, as detailed in EIR/EIS 
Sections 3.14, Air Quality and Section 3.16, Energy.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 

04
cont.
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and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements for mass transit.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

With respect to your concern regarding sprawl, a comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to study and 
forecast regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns and smart growth can, 
however, take an extended period to implement.  The role of 
Caltrans is not to project, restrict, or cause future growth; rather, 
its role is to ensure the provision of a safe, efficient, reliable 
highway system that accommodates the growth anticipated by 
these local and regional planning agencies.  The proposed project 
is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  These 
improvements would allow the time necessary for the region to 
work toward complex solutions, such as smart growth.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding accommodation of anticipated regional growth.

06 
cont.
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Thank you for your comments regarding project impacts to homes in 
Solana Beach.  Your comments are noted and have been included 
as part of the public record.  EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community 
Impacts, discusses potential displacements resulting from the 
project alternatives.  The only alternative that would directly impact 
homes in Solana Beach would be the 10+4 Barrier alternative, 
which consistent with your comment, would potentially displace 
condominium units in the Eden Gardens community.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Under the Preferred Alternative, no homes in Solana 
Beach would be relocated. A temporary construction easement 
(TCE) and footing easement would be required under the Preferred 
Alternative at parcel No. 298-293-02, but no home acquisitions 

01
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and relocations are anticipated.  It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid 
and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system during improvements to that highway, to the extent 
possible or practicable; however, avoidance is not always possible 
when an existing facility is being improved.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition” for more information on property 
acquisition.  

01 
cont.
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Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for the No 
Build alternative.  Your comment is noted and has been included 
as part of the public record.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  

With respect to property acquisition, it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/
or minimize direct impacts to properties that abut an existing highway 
system to the extent possible and practicable; however, avoidance 
is not always possible when an existing facility is being improved.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.”
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

Regarding mass transit, please note that a comprehensive regional 
planning process has been undertaken to plan regional growth 
patterns and determine the multimodal transportation system that 
would best address the anticipated growth.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort, but 
is responsible for implementing only the highway improvement 
portion of the plan.  Key products of this planning process include 
the Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities 
Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for 
more compact, higher density, and walkable development located 
near transit.  Changes in land use patterns can, however, take 
extended time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to 
maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 
2050 as one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort.  These improvements would allow the time necessary for the 
region to work toward complex solutions.  Please refer to Topical 
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Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvement programs for mass transit.  Following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final  
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
The Preferred Alternative would involve the addition of two HOV/
Managed Lanes in each direction and would not construct any new 
general purpose  lanes.  

With respect to acquisition of residences in Solana Beach, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Impacts, discusses potential 
displacements resulting from the project alternatives.  It is Caltrans’ 
intention to avoid and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that 
abut an existing highway system during improvements to that 
highway to the extent possible and practicable; however, avoidance 
is not always possible when an existing facility is being improved.  
The only alternative that would impact homes in Solana Beach 
would be the 10+4 Barrier alternative, which would potentially 
displace six condominium units in the Eden Gardens community.  
Under the Preferred Alternative, no homes in Solana Beach would 
be directly impacted.  An ultimate conclusion regarding property 
acquisitions, however, will be based on the alternative selection 
of decision makers and final project design.  For more information 
regarding property acquisition, please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition.”  Caltrans is working to minimize impacts 
within Solana Beach to the maximum extent possible.  There are 
no full relocations within the City of Solana Beach.  Furthermore, 
there is no such agreement in place regarding impacts to Solana 
Beach homes.

Consistent with your preference for High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, the through lanes proposed as part of 
the identified Preferred Alternative would consist exclusively of  
HOV/Managed Lanes, which would accommodate mass transit 
bus use.
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With regard to property acquisition, please refer to the response 
to your Comment 02.  

Please note that view impacts from the project to the coastline, 
lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided or minimized as a 
matter of project design.  These resources are typically most visible 
across or below the corridor’s large lagoon and river bridges, and 
these views would be maintained, including Los Peñasquitos 
Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some soundwalls 
or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended in part 
because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls would be 
recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to the west, 
there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views would 
not be obstructed.

As discussed in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the project 
is proposed in response to growth that is forecast to occur within 
San Diego County by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) in its 2050 Regional Growth Forecast.  These forecasts 
are independent of transportation improvements within the region.  
Furthermore, Caltrans has no planning authority through which it 
can control population growth.
  
It is important to note, that the I-5 NCC Project is only one part of a 
larger transportation upgrade that SANDAG is developing for the 
corridor to accommodate forecasted growth, including significant 
expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) heavy rail line, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian 
access, and other upgrades to the existing highway system.  Based 
on regional growth projections, upgrades to all of these modes of 
travel are needed to accommodate future transportation needs.  
These transportation projects, when combined with the I-5 NCC 
Project, will provide a balanced transportation system for people 
to travel within and through the North Coast Corridor.  Please see 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for more information relative to overall transportation 
planning within the corridor.
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Similar to the Los Angeles’s Metro 30/10 initiative, the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is designed to expedite and 
facilitate mass transit.  The largest proportion of the transportation 
funding identified in the RTP will go toward transit.  Under the 
2050 RTP, mass transit will receive 36 percent of the funds in the 
first 10 years.  The percentage dedicated to transit will grow each 
decade, up to 44 percent from 2021 to 2030, 47 percent in the 
third decade, and 57 percent in the last decade of the plan.  More 
specifically, the Early Action Program developed for TransNet 
sales tax revenues places a major emphasis on funding transit-
related projects including:  upgrades to the Blue and Orange San 
Diego Trolley routes, construction of a Mid-Coast route for the San 
Diego Trolley, new and modified BRT transit stations along I-15 
between SR-163 and SR-78, construction of managed lanes on 
segments of I-15 and I-805, double-tracking along the LOSSAN 
corridor, and rapid bus service in Mid-City.

05 
cont.
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03 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

Regarding your concern of Caltrans “chopping down…property” 
as a result of the project – only the 10+4 Barrier alternative would 
result in property being acquired in Solana Beach.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and is 
identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  It is 
Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system through efforts such as 
adoption of the Preferred Alternative.  As described in Section
3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the proposed project has 
been designed to minimize impacts, where possible, by acquiring 

01

Responses to Paula K. Ryan
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the reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives.  An ultimate conclusion regarding 
property acquisitions, however, will be based on the alternative 
selection of decision makers and final project design.  For more 
information regarding property acquisition, please refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition.”

01
cont.

02

03

With regard to spending money for project improvements, 
upgrades to this segment of the National Strategic Highway 
Network are important.  In addition to maintaining through traffic 
on a major interstate, the project also would benefit the regional 
economy through reductions in projected congestion and gridlock 
on this major shipping and general transportation route.  Federal, 
state, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project have 
been identified, and monies are being tracked.  Please reference 
tracking of TransNet monies (transportation funding provided by 
a half-cent regional sales tax approved by the voters) and the 
TransNet Independent Taxpayer Oversight Committee, which was 
formed to provide a higher level of accountability for expenditure 
of funds, at http://www.sandag.org/index.asp?committeeid=75&
fuseaction=committees.detail. More information about the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is available at its 
home page at http://www.sandag.org.

No one answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway 
system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject 
to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5 and would occur 
simultaneously with other regional efforts to address transportation 
demand, including changes in land use patterns and improvement 
of public transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation 
of projected growth in traffic over time and Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation 
improvements, which change over time and can be iterative. 
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01

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as 
part of the public record.  Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered 
but Eliminated from Further Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS, of 
the Final EIR/EIS identifies a number of alternatives which were 
considered but rejected including an explanation for the basis 
for withdrawing them from further consideration.  The suggested 
alternatives of: (1) one High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lane in each direction and (2) one additional auxiliary and one 
HOV/Managed Lane in each direction are addressed in Section 2.6 
as the 8+2 and 10+2 alternatives.  As described in that section, 
these alternatives were rejected due to their inability to provide 
adequate highway capacity to meet the year 2020 travel demands 
within the project limits.

01

Response to Salome Sammak
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02

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.  The EIR/EIS and the accompanying public 
outreach program were specifically designed to present the public 
with factual information regarding the potential environmental 
consequences of implementing the I-5 NCC Project.  Technical 
studies cited in the EIR/EIS were prepared by experienced 
professionals specifically trained to present information in an 
unbiased manner allowing the public and decision makers to make 
informed decisions on the projects which are the subject of their 
analyses.  The purpose of the EIR/EIS is not to “sell” the public on 
the merits of the project. 

Regarding soundwalls and associated potential visual blight, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, assesses a number 
of potential impacts related to soundwalls (and other facilities), 
including effects to views both within and outside the freeway 

01

02

Responses to Robert E. Schell
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corridor, a potential “tunnel effect” from the installation of walls 
and other structures along the corridor margins, and the increased 
proximity of local viewers to facilities such as soundwalls.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5 as disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS, 
as well as the less than substantial nature of project effects as 
the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor and enters the surrounding 
community.  

02 
cont.
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02

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
and the related potential use of alternative surfacing materials for 
the I-5 NCC Project.  Although project-related decibel increases 
would vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 
corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build 
conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less generally are not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or 
greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners.

The use of such noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated 
to be effective in California.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis. 

01
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02
cont.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is 
actively researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire 
noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases 
maintenance costs, which is a factor being considered in wider 
applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower 
life expectancy than concrete, so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures.

02

01
cont.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
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03 

Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for No 
Build alternative.  Your comment is noted and has been included 
as part of the public record.  Regarding potential concerns related 
to freeway improvements and associated congestion along I-5, 
project improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  
You may not have experienced benefit from past and ongoing 
focused I-5 improvements because the full benefit of the currently 
proposed project would be realized following installation of the 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes.  The use of 
these proposed lanes would provide additional highway capacity 
by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  HOV lanes can also serve 
as a strong incentive for ridesharing, which can help to manage 

01

Responses to Marty Sommercamp
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congestion.  Benefits of the proposed project relative to the No 
Build alternative would be most noticeable in future years, when 
traffic loading has further increased.  

The role of Caltrans is not to project, restrict, or cause future 
growth; rather, its role is to ensure provision of a safe, efficient, 
reliable highway system that accommodates the growth 
anticipated by local and regional planning agencies.  The I-5
NCC Project is only one part of a larger transportation upgrade 
that the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is 
developing for the corridor, including significant expansion to 
the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo heavy rail 
line, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, as well as 
upgrades to the existing highway system.  Based on regional growth 
projections, upgrades to all of these modes of travel are needed to 
accommodate future transportation needs.  These transportation 
projects, when combined with the I-5 NCC Project, would provide 
a balanced transportation system for people to travel within and 
through the North Coast Corridor.  Please see Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
more information relative to overall transportation planning within 
the corridor.

It is agreed that water supply is a complex issue.  This project 
is not designed to encourage or foster regional growth.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding growth 
forecasts and accommodation of projected growth.  As described 
in Section 2.1, Project Description, of the EIR/EIS, the overall 
objective of the I-5 expansion project is to maintain or improve the 
existing and future traffic operations in the I-5 NCC.  Caltrans is not a 
land use planning agency and does not have jurisdiction over local 
land use planning.  Project-related growth projections are derived 
from established sources such as the SANDAG series forecasts, as 
well as project-specific technical analyses.  Specifically regarding 
the incorporation of water availability; SANDAG works closely with 
the San Diego County Water Authority during preparation of the 
growth forecasts, which the Water Authority then incorporates into 
its Urban Water Management Plans.

02

03 

01 
cont.

03
cont.

04

05

06 
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Regarding potential project impacts to noise, water pollution, 
and environmental effects in San Elijo Lagoon, these issues are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.15, Noise; 3.10, Water Quality 
and Storm Water Runoff; and under the Biological Environment 
heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation 
Measures (including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 
3.22, Invasive Species).  For noise, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions approach a 
level of 67 decibels (dBA; or greater), and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per 
applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based 
on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” 
criteria for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), 
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K,
and Section 3.15.4).  Although project-related dBA increases would 
vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions.  Changes 
of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear  The use of noise abatement facilities such 
as those proposed has been demonstrated to be effective in the 
reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis. 

The EIR/EIS identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts 
associated with implementation of the identified build alternatives 
and the No Build alternative.  Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to project construction 
and long-term operation, and include measures related to pollution 
prevention, pollution “treatment”, and maintenance of pollution BMP 

04
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facilities.  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific BMPs 
are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of 
existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part 
of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from 
Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would 
be evaluated and implemented to address impacts during the 
planning and design, construction, and operational phases.  Based 
on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that 
the project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

Based on the analyses provided in EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 
through 3.22, all project-related impacts to biological resources 
in the identified coastal lagoons (including San Elijo) and related 
waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through 
appropriate measures such as conformance with regulatory 
requirements and related efforts including habitat preservation, 
restoration, and/or acquisition.  Substantial avoidance and 
minimization efforts have been incorporated into the project design, 
and an extensive mitigation package has been developed in concert 
with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as shown in the Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP), project mitigation would be part of a comprehensive 
solution to coastal natural resources that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  It should also be noted that, 
since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, additional detailed studies 
have been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology 
and hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways, 
with important new information provided in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  
This evaluation incorporates the results of associated technical 
analyses, including hydrologic and hydraulic studies and Caltrans 
interaction with lagoon scientists, to determine the appropriate 
bridge lengths and channel dimensions that would reduce the 
level to which levees or other man-made features restrict water 
movement and exchange.  These studies were used to determine 
the appropriate I-5 bridge lengths to meet the project objectives and 

04 
cont.
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maximize the health and function of the lagoons (with the San Elijo 
Lagoon bridge proposed to be lengthened and widened).  Please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record for a list 
of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures associated 
with the lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” for 
additional information on potential project-related impacts to 
coastal lagoons. 

05

04 
cont.

06

Regarding air quality concerns, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, for specific information on existing and projected air quality 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information related to air pollutants.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 
improvement relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the less than 
substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor. 

Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and 
is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred 
Alternative would mean the least amount of freeway expansion.  
Caltrans’ intent is not to force people to carpool, but instead, to 
provide incentives for I-5 users to carpool and to provide a reliable 
option for carpoolers to reach their destinations in a timely manner.  
HOV/Managed Lanes have been shown to provide an important 
commuting option, encourage ridesharing and, as stated in EIR/
EIS Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, provide additional highway 
capacity within a constrained corridor while minimizing impacts to 
the environment and surrounding communities.  Within the project 
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corridor, for example, approximately 13 percent of weekday peak 
period vehicles are HOVs, with this figure anticipated to increase to  
roughly 10 to 20 percent by 2030, while approximately 60 percent 
of vehicles within the project limits during weekend peak periods 
are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1).

06
cont.
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02

03 

04 

Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for No Build 
alternative.  Your comment is noted and has been included as part 
of the public record.

With regard to potential for the project to increase vehicular traffic, 
the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion 
along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are intended 
to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 as part 
of a multimodal system, and allow the region to work toward 
complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns that take 
extended time implement.  The proposed use of High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 

01
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Responses to James Stiven
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areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent 
traffic.

With respect to potential noise concerns and as described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, as discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, 
of the EIR/EIS, although project-related decibel (dBA) increases 
would vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 
corridor would be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners 
(per applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft  
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise abatement 
facilities has been demonstrated to be effective in the reduction 
of traffic-generated noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

With respect to air quality-related pollution, the project is designed 
to lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation 
would result in related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on potential health effects 
related to air pollutants.

For water quality-related pollution, EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water 
Quality and Storm Water Runoff, evaluates potential water 

02 
cont.
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quality impacts associated with implementation of the identified 
build alternatives and the No Build alternative.  Section 3.10 
also identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) 
to address potential project-related water quality concerns.  As a 
result, the project would comply with all applicable water quality 
standards and regulations.

Regarding potential impacts to scenic coastal resources, the 
proposed design is intended to minimize or avoid impacts, wherever 
possible or practicable.  As described in Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, the project would involve extensive efforts to address 
potential visual concerns.  Please note that view impacts from the 
project to the coastline, lagoons, and river valleys would be avoided 
or minimized as a matter of project design.  These resources are 
typically most visible across or below the corridor’s large lagoon 
and river bridges, and these views would be maintained, including 
Los Peñasquitos Lagoon and Torrey Pines State Reserve.  Some 
soundwalls or sections of soundwalls have not been recommended 
in part because of impacts to coastal views.  Where soundwalls 
would be recommended between viewers east of I-5 with views to 
the west, there is a potential for transparent barriers, so that views 
would not be obstructed. As depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures
3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122, other efforts to minimize 
visual impacts may include the use of landscaping, articulated 
facades, and/or earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations).  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for 
more information regarding potentially substantial local visual 
effects of the proposed improvements relative to viewers along 
I-5 as well as the less than substantial nature of project effects 
anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

03 
cont.

04 Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for an 
8+4 Buffer alternative among the build alternatives.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.
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03 

Thank you for your comments, which have been included as part 
of the public record.

Regarding the future availability of oil, such speculation is beyond 
the scope of the project and this EIR/EIS.  Numerous alternative 
fuel (e.g., electric, natural gas) vehicles also use the freeway 
system, with such vehicles anticipated to become more prevalent 
in the future.  As a result, consideration of a future time in which the 
interstate system may be demolished is also highly speculative.  If 
demolition is needed in the future, it would occur in accordance 
with existing local, State, and federal regulations regarding the 
disposal, reuse, and recycling of solid waste materials.  

With respect to your comment regarding this plan not being forward-
thinking, Caltrans respectfully disagrees.  A comprehensive 
regional planning process has been undertaken to plan regional 
growth patterns and determine the multimodal transportation 
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system that would best address anticipated growth.  Key products 
of this planning process include the Regional Transportation 
Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The 
land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, 
higher density, and walkable development located near transit.  
Changes in land use patterns and smart growth can, however, 
take an extended period to implement.  The proposed project is 
designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  These 
improvements would allow the time necessary for the region to 
work toward complex solution, such as smart growth.

Regarding the addition of more than two tracks for the Coaster 
(and other rail along the coastal rail corridor), the I-5 NCC Project 
is only one part of a larger transportation upgrade that the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is developing for 
the corridor including significant expansion to the adjacent Los 
Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) heavy rail line, 
new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, improvements to bicycle and 
pedestrian access, as well as upgrades to the existing highway 
system.  Based on regional transportation planning efforts, two 
tracks are anticipated to be adequate for the rail line.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to public transportation.

Regarding potential global warming (climate change) concerns, 
EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, includes an analysis of 
associated greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, including a quantified 
evaluation of potential impacts from the project build alternatives.  
Compared to the No Build alternative, the project build alternatives 
are estimated to reduce buildout CO2 emissions in the San Diego 
region by hundreds of tons per day.  These decreases would 
be due to the decreased congestion and improved travel times 
along the corridor.  The San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes 
the project along with other multimodal solutions and forecasts 
countywide reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, 
as required by California Assembly Bill 32 and California Senate 

02

01 
cont.
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Bill 375.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Global Warming” 
for additional information on global warming and climate change 
issues.

With respect to other air pollution and air quality concerns, the 
above-noted project reductions in traffic congestion would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing and projected future (no build) conditions.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Quality” for additional 
information on air pollutants.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

02 
cont.
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01

Thank you for comments in support of the proposed project.  They 
have been included as part of the public record.  Your comments 
regarding the regional importance of the I-5 NCC Project are 
consistent with those of Caltrans and other transportation planning 
agencies.

01

Response to Ross Tanner
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01
02
03
04

06

07

05 

Thank you for your concern regarding the cost of the I-5 NCC 
Project.  Your comments are noted and have been included as part 
of the public record.  As indicated in the Executive Summary of the 
Final EIR/EIS, the cost of the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
was estimated in 2013 to be $3.1 billion, including right-of-way 
acquisition and support, as well as construction costs.  Caltrans 
is also concerned about the cost of improving traffic flow along I-5 
within the North Coast Corridor and has been working throughout 
the development of the project to balance the benefits of various 
freeway improvements with the direct and indirect costs to find 
the most cost-effective way to achieve the projects goals.  Please 
note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the LPA and has been 
identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

01

Responses to Joanne Tranchina
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Caltrans agrees that water supply is a complex issue.  This project is 
not designed to encourage or foster regional growth.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding growth forecasts and 
accommodation of projected growth.  As described in Section 2.1, 
Project Description, of the EIR/EIS, the overall objective of the I-5 
expansion project is to maintain or improve the existing and future 
traffic operations in the I-5 NCC.  Caltrans is not a land use planning 
agency and does not have jurisdiction over local land use planning.  
Project-related growth projections are derived from established 
sources such as the San Diego Association of Governments’ 
(SANDAG) series forecasts, as well as project-specific technical 
analyses.  Specifically regarding incorporation of water availability, 
SANDAG works closely with the San Diego County Water Authority 
during preparation of the growth forecasts, which the Water Authority 
then incorporates into its Urban Water Management Plans.

With respect to noise concerns, and, as discussed in Section 3.15, 
Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although project-related decibel (dBA) 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer dBA over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners.  With 
regard to the subject property at 202 La Barranca Drive in the area 
north of Lomas Santa Fe Drive (located approximately 2200 feet 
east of the freeway corridor and outside the project limits, based on 
review of Google Maps), project-related noise effects would not be 
expected to meet or approach 67 dBA.  That is, projected future noise 
levels at the closest noise receptor to the subject property (R7.12, 
refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 23) would be 70 dBA 
with construction of the project and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.15).  With the standard attenuation of roadway noise over 
distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), 
associated future noise levels under build alternatives are expected 
to be substantially less than those described for the nearest noise 
receptors and below the noted noise abatement threshold.  

02
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With respect to pollution generation and water quality concerns, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, 
identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated 
with implementation of the four proposed build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative.  

Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best management practices 
(BMPs) to address potential project-related water quality concerns, 
based on approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, 
including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  
Among other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related 
to project construction and long-term operation, and include 
measures related to pollution prevention, pollution “treatment,” 
and maintenance of pollution BMP facilities.    Caltrans-approved 
preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, 
along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs 
constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP 
Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The 
EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and 
implemented to address impacts during the planning and design, 
construction, and operational phases, and concludes that Caltrans 
is committed to prevent or minimize impacts to water quality.  Based 
on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that 
the project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

Regarding air quality related pollution, and as described in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on 
air pollutants.

04

05 Regarding general project-related effects to wetlands and biological 
resources in the coastal lagoons, these issues are addressed 
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under the Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures (including Sections 3.17, 
Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species).  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects.” Additional information 
was circulated to the public within the Supplemental Draft  
EIR/EIS and has been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS. A Public 
Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program 
(PWP/TREP) has also been prepared and would be implemented 
as part of the project to enhance and protect lagoon habitat.  This 
program is being coordinated among the transportation planning 
agencies with oversight by the California Coastal Commission 
and wildlife resource agencies and would address transportation-
related impacts on a regional scale.  A preliminary version of this 
plan was available at the time the Draft EIR/EIS was circulated and 
updated versions have been made available in conjunction with 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and this Final EIR/EIS.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County lifestyle and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  Specifically with 
regard to Solana Beach, Caltrans has worked with the City to 
develop a number of potential enhancement projects, including 
the following:  (1) Streetscape Enhancements on Ida Avenue; 
(2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana Hills Drive; and (3)  I-5 North 
Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Solana Beach, intended to provide 
a non-vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project corridor.  
These and other identified enhancements within the project 
corridor, if implemented, would foster community improvement 
through creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian or bicycle 
access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with public 
transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity across 
I-5, and creation of trailheads and other recreational opportunities 
within local communities throughout the I-5 project area (refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects).  Based on the described information, 
implementation of new project features is not expected to have an 
adverse effect on the local communities.

05 
cont.
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Consistent with your comment, Caltrans is committed to providing 
appropriate maintenance for its facilities Statewide.

06

07 Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North 
County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
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03 

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project noise and 
pollution generation.  Your comments are noted and have been 
included as part of the public record.  As discussed in Section 3.15, 
Noise, of the EIR/EIS, although project-related decibel increases 
would vary by location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor 
would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  
Changes of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the 
average healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is 
“feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per 
applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  Projected noise levels 
at the closest noise receptors to the subject property at 1045 Santa 
Queta (R7.23 and R7.24, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 24 and 25) would be 76 dBA with construction of the project 
and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  Based on the 
location of the subject property approximately 1900 feet east of 

01

Responses to Lynne Truong
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the closest modeled noise receptors (from review of Google Maps) 
and standard attenuation of roadway noise over distance (i.e., a 
three dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), project-related 
noise effects at this site would not be expected to meet or approach 
67 decibels.  That is, future noise levels at this property under the 
No Build and build alternatives are expected to be below the noted 
noise abatement threshold.  

With respect to pollution generation and water quality concerns, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, 
identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated 
with implementation of the identified build alternatives and the No 
Build alternative.  Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate best 
management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-related 
water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans standards, 
manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the SWMP 
identifies applicable BMPs related to project construction and 
long-term operation, and include measures related to pollution 
prevention, pollution “treatment,” and maintenance of pollution BMP 
facilities.  Caltrans-approved preliminary project-specific BMPs 
are identified in the EIR/EIS along with the nature and location of 
existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as 
part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from 
Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be 
evaluated and implemented to address impacts during the planning 
and design, construction, and operational phases, and concludes 
that Caltrans is committed to prevent or minimize impacts to water 
quality.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately 
concludes that the project would comply with all applicable water 
quality standards and regulations.

Regarding air quality related pollution and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 

01 
cont.
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compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

01
cont.

02

03

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.

Each freeway is subject to specific constraints and opportunities 
based on its location, average daily traffic, and levels of service 
during peak demand periods.  While evaluation of the full benefit 
of the I-15 multimodal improvements has not been completed, 
please note that High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes 
have been proven to be successful in minimizing through-lane 
congestion.  Caltrans is confident that the program proposed for this 
segment of the I-5 would alleviate existing and future conditions, 
as projected.  
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01

02

Thank you for your comments.  Your preference for the No Build 
alternative is noted and has been included as part of the public 
record.  Caltrans respectfully disagrees that the proposed project 
is a short-term solution.  The proposed project would increase 
the capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve both existing and 
reasonably anticipated future congestion through the design year 
of 2050. The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
plans for the region to trend toward more transportation options, 
with development concentrated around transit stations.  The 
changes that are contemplated in land use planning and alternate 
transportation modes will take many years to come to fruition.  
Employing a planning horizon through 2050, allows the region to 
work toward complex solutions that take an extended time period 
to implement, rather than focusing only on short-term solutions.  
This is done with the full understanding that conditions will continue 
to change over time, potentially requiring additional modifications 
to the system in the future. Please also see Topical Responses 
“Projected Growth” and “Project Lifespan.”  Environmental benefits 

01

Responses to Molly Wardell
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anticipated to result from project implementation include improved 
tidal flushing through lengthening of bridges over lagoons, and 
decreases in emissions of air pollutants, including greenhouse 
gases (refer to Topical Responses “Lagoon Evaluations,” “Air 
Pollutants,” and “Climate Change”).

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to public transportation.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information on 
issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

01 
cont.

02
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Thank you for your comments.  Your comments and preference for 
the No Build alternative are noted, and have been included as part 
of the public record.

Caltrans appreciates your concern relative to the costs and visual 
effects associated with the proposed improvements.  As indicated 
in the Executive Summary of the Final EIR/EIS, the cost of the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) was estimated in 2013 to be 
$3.1 billion, including right-of-way acquisition and support as well 
construction costs.  Caltrans is also concerned about the cost of 
improving traffic flow along I-5 within the North Coast Corridor, 
and it has been working throughout the development of the project 
to balance the benefits of various freeway improvements with the 
direct and indirect costs to find the most cost-effective way to 
achieve the projects goals.  Please note that following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 

01

Responses to Tracy Weiss
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presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the LPA and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS contains a detailed 
discussion of the visual effects associated with the proposed 
improvements including the loss of views (both private and public) 
and creation of a “tunnel effect” resulting from walls.  As stated 
in the Summary section of the EIR/EIS, the natural character of 
the I-5 corridor would become noticeably more urban, and scenic 
resources now available to the traveling public would become 
less visible.  A number of design approaches and guidelines are 
described in Section 3.7 to reduce the visual effect of the proposed 
improvements.  Mitigation measures include incorporation of 
landscaping to screen walls and structures, articulation and 
texturing of walls, contour grading, slope terracing, and mid-slope 
walls.  However, the EIR/EIS concludes that implementation of 
these measures would be unable to fully mitigate the visual effects 
of the I-5 NCC Project.  

Lastly, the I-5 NCC Project is a concerted attempt to be proactive 
rather than reactive in planning for the region’s transportation 
needs.  Improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 as part of a multimodal system and 
allow the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes 
in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  The 
proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  HOV lanes can also serve as a strong incentive for ride 
sharing.  A number of potential community enhancement projects 
are identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the  
EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public 
transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  Furthermore, as 

01 
cont.
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indicated in Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit,” the project is but a part of a 
regional transportation plan being developed by the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) to accommodate the future 
transportation needs.  As described in detail in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth,” the potential for increase in traffic associated 
with the proposed project is minimal as a result of this combination 
of regional efforts.  This is done with the full understanding that 
conditions will continue to change over time, potentially requiring 
additional modifications to the system in the future (as further 
described in Topical Response “Project Lifespan”).  

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” with 
regard to alternatives previously evaluated for the North Coast 
Corridor, including monorail and light rail options.

Your comments regarding public meetings are noted.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format,” as well as Chapter 5,
Comments and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which details the 
extensive I-5 outreach program.  Caltrans takes the comments 
received during public review seriously and has provided detailed 
responses.

02

01 
cont.
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on 
North County lifestyle and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life 
in the communities already crossed by this highway.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Caltrans has also worked with local jurisdictions along 
the project corridor to develop a number of potential community 
enhancement projects.  The identified enhancement projects 
encompass several facilities in the vicinity of Encinitas, including 
the following:  (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides 

01

Responses to Wendy Williams
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of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester 
Avenue; (2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; 
(3) Villa Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge 
Enhancements; (4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe 
Drive; (5) Trail Connecting Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street 
with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail Connecting Requeza Street 
to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union Street Pedestrian Overpass; 
(8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union Street Trail Connection with 
Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in 
the City of Encinitas.  These and other identified enhancements 
within the project corridor, if implemented, would foster community 
improvement through creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian 
or bicycle access, connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with 
public transit centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity 
across I-5, and creation of trailheads and other recreational 
opportunities within local communities throughout the I-5 project 
area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and 
Community Enhancement Projects).  Based on the described 
information, implementation of new project features is not expected 
to have an adverse effect on the quality of life of local residents.

As indicated in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the 2050 
Regional Growth Forecast adopted by SANDAG states that 
population growth is likely to occur at a slower rate than in the 
past 40 years.  Nevertheless, the most recent forecast anticipates 
a 40 percent increase in the region’s population between 2008 
and 2050, which represents an average of less than 1 percent 
growth per year.  Based on regional growth projections and the 
2050 RTP prepared by SANDAG, upgrades to all of the modes of 
transportation are needed to accommodate future transportation 
needs and provide a balanced transportation system for people to 
travel within and through the North Coast Corridor.  SANDAG 2050 
RTP targets a number of transportation system improvements in 
addition to the I-5 NCC Project including significant expansion to 
the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) 
heavy rail line, improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access, 
as well as upgrades to the existing highway system.  These 
transportation projects, when combined with the I-5 NCC Project, 
will provide a balanced transportation system for people to travel 

01 
cont.
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within and through the North Coast Corridor.  Please see Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for more information relative to overall transportation 
planning within the corridor.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

02 
cont.
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Thank you for your comments regarding support for the No Build 
alternative and your preference for alternative transportation.  Your 
comments are noted and are part of the public record.  

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation 
(rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected to 
require improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency improvements to many of these facilities are currently being 
planned by other agencies.  The proposed High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway capacity by 
increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts 
to the environment and surrounding communities.  These types of 
lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker 
and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion 
during peak periods.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding alternative transportation options.

With respect to potential property impacts, it is Caltrans’ intention 
to avoid and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that abut an 
existing highway system during improvements to that highway 
wherever possible; however, avoidance is not always possible 
when an existing facility is being improved.  Please also refer to 
the response to your Comment 01 above regarding alternative 
transportation options (including rail), and to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information regarding the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

01
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Responses to Claudia E. Wilson
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Regarding the potential for increased ridership with Amtrak if tickets 
were cheaper, please note that Caltrans is a State agency with 
responsibility for state highways.  Because potential modifications 
to rail services are within the jurisdiction of another agency, 
Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence such activities.  
This comment would be better addressed to Amtrak and the North 
County Transit District (NCTD), which have jurisdiction over rail 
services.  

While some individuals may be able to adjust their commute 
schedule, many others are not able to make individual 
adjustments due to the requirements of their job or the inability 
of their employers to accommodate customized work hours for 
their employees.  The goal of the proposed improvements to I-5 
is to facilitate commuters’ trips for those who are unable to adjust 
their schedules.  Additionally, Caltrans recognizes the importance 
of encouraging commuters to seek alternatives to single-
occupant vehicles, which is why the proposed project includes  
HOV/Managed Lanes.  For additional information on the ways the 
project will encourage alternative transportation options, please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit.”

Regarding the potential use of highway funds for alternative 
transportation, please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for additional information on this topic.  Please note that 
a comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable, development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns can, however, take extended 
time to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain 
or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as 
part of a multimodal system.  These improvements would allow the 
time necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” regarding 

03

04

05
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accommodation of planned growth and Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” regarding lifespan of project improvements.

With respect to alternatives, detailed descriptions of the No 
Build alternative and four build alternatives are provided in EIR/
EIS Section 2.2, Alternatives, with environmental evaluation 
of these scenarios carried throughout the document.  EIR/EIS 
Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Further 
Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS, also provides descriptions of 
eight additional alternatives that were eliminated from detailed 
environmental review “due to their inability to provide adequate 
highway capacity to meet the year 2020 travel demands 
within the project limits.”  Following circulation of the Draft  
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
 EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the  
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for additional 
discussion of alternatives evaluated as part of the transportation 
planning process for the North Coast Corridor.

06

07

05 
cont.

 As noted above in the response to your Comment 02, it is Caltrans’ 
intention to avoid and/or minimize direct impacts to properties that 
abut an existing highway system during improvements to that 
highway wherever possible.  Properties that cannot be avoided 
would be purchased at fair market value, as described in detail in 
Topical Response “Acquisition Valuation.”

Regarding potential project-related noise and air quality concerns, 
these issues are evaluated in EIR/EIS Sections 3.15, Noise, and 
3.14, Air Quality, respectively.  For noise, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions approach a level 
of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners (per applicable 
FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
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soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, 
which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a 
through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section
3.15.4).  Although project-related decibel increases would vary by 
location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be 
three or fewer decibels over no build conditions.  As described in 
the project 2007 Noise Study Report, changes of three dBA or 
less generally are not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  The use of the proposed noise abatement facilities has been 
demonstrated to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated 
noise.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

With respect to air quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result 
in related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for 
additional information on project-related air quality effects.

07 
cont.
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08 08 Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for No Build 
alternative.  As noted above, your comment has been included as 
part of the public record.
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02

03 

Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for the No 
Build alternative. Your comment is noted and has been included as 
part of the public record.

A number of efforts have been made during the project design 
process to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-related 
community impacts to the maximum extent possible and practicable.  
Specifically, following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.   

01

02

Responses to Emily M. Wilson
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Caltrans has also worked with local jurisdictions along the project 
corridor to develop a number of potential community enhancement 
projects.  The identified enhancement projects encompass several 
facilities in the vicinity of Solana Beach, including the following:  
(1) Streetscape Enhancements on Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian 
Trailhead at Solana Hills Drive; and (3) I-5 North Coast (NC) 
Bike Trail in the City of Solana Beach, intended to provide a non-
vehicular alternative along the entire I-5 project corridor.  These 
and other identified enhancements within the project corridor, 
if implemented, would foster community improvement through 
creation and/or enhancement of pedestrian or bicycle access, 
connection of pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit 
centers, enhancement of non-vehicular connectivity across I-5, 
and creation of trailheads and other recreational opportunities 
within local communities throughout the I-5 project area (refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential effects of the 
proposed I-5 modifications on North County and why those effects 
are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the 
overall quality of life in the communities near the highway.  

With respect to promoting other transportation modes, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
alternative transportation options.

03

02 
cont.
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Thank you for your comments regarding access to the park and ride 
lot at La Costa Avenue, which have been included as part of the 
public record.  Regarding modifications proposed at the La Costa 
Avenue Interchange (including access to the existing park and ride 
facility), the park and ride access road would not be constructed 
to align with Piraeus Street.  The most recent design proposes to 
remove the traffic signal at the park and ride driveway. Left turns out 
of the park and ride would be prohibited, but drivers would be able 
to make a U-turn at the southbound I-5 ramps/La Costa Avenue 
intersection on the west side of the bridge to head easterly on La 
Costa Avenue.  Left turns into the park and ride lot would be allowed 
but would not be controlled. Removing the signal at the driveway 
would improve the spacing between the nearby intersections, 
provide more stacking area between the intersections, and allow 
for better overall signal timing and coordination, which would result 
in improved traffic operations along La Costa Avenue.   

01

Response to Chuck Wise
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01

Responses to Bob Berry

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
in the area west of I-5 near the State Route 78 (SR-78) / Vista 
Way Interchange.  Your comments have been included as part of 
the public record.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, 
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners (per applicable FHWA and Caltrans guidelines).  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and 
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S835 in the area west of I-5 and north of the SR-78/
Vista Way Interchange (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 56 and 58).  However, no noise receptors (or associated 
soundwalls) were identified in the area south of this interchange 
because land uses adjacent to the noted on and off-ramps are 
limited to open space (associated with Buena Vista Lagoon) and 
commercial sites.  The closest residential properties are located 
approximately 600 feet from the freeway corridor and are outside 
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cont.

02

03

the project limits (as the proposed project does not include any 
modifications to the noted ramp).  Accordingly, no additional 
noise receptors, noise analysis or soundwalls are proposed in 
the subject area.  Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise analysis and 
soundwall considerations.

Although the project proposes several improvements and/or 
modifications to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, reconfiguration of 
the interchange to a cloverleaf is not proposed.  Refer to Final  
Figure 2.2-3, Sheets 56 and 57, in the EIR/EIS for an illustrative 
plan view of proposed improvements at this interchange.  Direct 
connectors between the two roadways would be included as part 
of a separate SR-78 project.

Regarding potential noise concerns in the vicinity of the I-5/SR-78/Vista 
Way Interchange, please refer to the response to your Comment 
01 above.  It should also be noted that the request in this comment 
for maximum noise levels of 25 decibels (dBA) at residential sites 
is not a feasibly attainable goal.  Specifically, as described in EIR/
EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions approach a level of 67 dBA 
or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and 
approved by property owners (per applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
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cont.

guidelines).  As demonstrated in EIR/EIS Figure 3-15.1, a noise 
level of 25 dBA would be at or below the levels identified for 
common indoor and outdoor activities including “Bedroom at Night” 
and “Quiet Rural Nighttime.”  Accordingly, this level is substantially 
below the listed FHWA and Caltrans criterion of 67 dBA, and as 
noted would not be feasibly attainable in the vicinity of an urban 
freeway corridor.
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Thank you for your comments regarding the use of existing freeway 
lanes to accommodate High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes.  
Your comments have been included as part of the public record.  
Reassignment of existing general purpose lanes for HOV would not 
meet the overall purpose of the project to maintain or improve the 
existing and future traffic operations of the I-5 NCC to improve the safe 
and efficient regional movement of people and goods for the planning 
design year of 2050.  The existing I-5 corridor currently experiences 
severe congestion during peak hours.  Although the planned regional 
transportation network is moving toward a more multimodal system 
with more modal choices and less reliance on single-occupant vehicles, 
traffic projections contained in the Corridor System Management Plan 
indicate that vehicle miles traveled on I-5 will increase approximately 
29 percent over the next 30 years.  Thus, reducing the number of 
general purpose lanes along the I-5 NCC would not provide adequate 
highway capacity for existing and future demands.  

Responses to Joan Bockman

Regarding your preference for the No Build alternative, your 
comment has been included as part of the public record.

02
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Response to Mary Cappadonna

Thank you for your comment about focusing on improvements to 
freeway interchanges instead of through lanes.  Your comments 
have been included as part of the public record.  As discussed 
in EIR/EIS Section 2.2.2, Common Design Features of the Build 
Alternatives, improvements at numerous I-5 freeway interchanges 
are proposed for all of the build alternatives.  Final EIR/EIS 
Table 2.2.2 lists the interchanges and associated proposed 
improvements.  In some cases, ramp realignments would be 
required to accommodate the proposed widening, but other 
improvements are proposed to improve traffic flows through the I-5 
North Coast Corridor.  Additional through lanes are also considered 
necessary in order to adequately accommodate projected traffic 
volumes.
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Thank you for your comments regarding the relationship of the 
I-5 NCC Project to an extension of the Foothill toll road that 
has been proposed, and subsequently denied by the California 
Coastal Commission, through the San Onofre area.  The traffic 
flow improvements achieved by the I-5 NCC Project would 
have no bearing on the need or benefits associated with this toll 
road extension.  The traffic volumes leaving San Diego County 
and traveling through Camp Pendleton would not be changed 
substantially by the proposed project.  Although traffic volumes 
within the corridor would increase slightly over the No Build 
alternative, this increase is due to the increased attractiveness of 
I-5 for local trips due to reduced congestion.  However, the increase 
from local trips using I-5 would not affect traffic volumes through 
Camp Pendleton due to the general lack of local trips generated 
by land use along this stretch of I-5.  Thus, the I-5 NCC Project 
would not affect the likelihood of an extension of the Foothill toll 
road through San Onofre.

Responses to Walter Carlin
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02 Regarding general project-related effects to wetlands and biological 
resources in San Elijo Lagoon, these issues are addressed under the 
Biological Environment heading of Chapter 3, Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization and/or 
Mitigation Measures (including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, 
through 3.22, Invasive Species).  Additional information is provided 
in Topical Response “Lagoon Effects.” In response to the direct 
question posed in this comment, the lagoons would not be drained 
or paved.  To the contrary, the proposed project would be designed 
to minimize its impact on lagoons.  Bridge structures over several of 
the lagoons would be lengthened to improve tidal circulation.  The 
Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement 
Program that would be implemented as part of in association with 
the project would enhance and protect lagoon habitat.
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Thank you for your comments regarding potential project impacts 
to the referenced property.  Final design has not been completed.  
More precise design plans would be prepared following alternative 
selection.  Preliminary designs indicate that this property would be 
partially impacted in all four build alternatives proposed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  A partial property acquisition, a footing easement, and 
a temporary construction easement would be necessary from this 
property.  It should be noted that the design features are the same for 
all four proposed build alternatives approximately from State Route 
(SR-) 78 to the north end of the project and approximately from Del 
Mar Heights Road to the south end of the project.  The property 
located at 1303 Moreno Way is located in Oceanside, north of SR-78.

Response to Eleni DeVall
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Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14aj represents the 10+4 Buffer 
alternative because it is the average footprint width among the 
project build alternatives (refer also to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 58 and 59, which depict the refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative, as outlined below).  The other project alternatives have 
a variable footprint width of up to approximately 12 feet in either 
direction.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative (refer to Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67).  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” for 
information regarding potential property acquisitions.

01 
cont.
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Responses to Carl and Mary Dreibelbis

Thank you for your comments regarding the usefulness of the I-5
NCC Project and mass transportation alternatives, which are part 
of the public record.

Regarding mass transit, as you noted in your letter, the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
planning design year 2050 as part of a multimodal system, and 
allow the region to work toward complex solutions such as changes 
in land use patterns that take extended time to implement.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit, as well as to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic.

The proposed project would not eliminate gridlock or bottlenecks.  
Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially less 
congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  For 
example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound 
weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be 
approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 
3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 
alternatives.

With regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for upgrade of the state highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of 
driver need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those 
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02

highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian and trail system are also being pursued by 
the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North Coast 
Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

Based on the analysis contained in Sections 3.17, Natural 
Communities, through 3.21, Threatened and Endangered Species 
of the EIR/EIS, all associated project impacts on lagoons would 
be avoided, minimized, and/or mitigated through appropriate 
measures, such as conformance with regulatory requirements and 
related efforts including habitat preservation, restoration, and/or 
acquisition.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” 
for additional information regarding measures to address potential 
lagoon impacts.

To the extent practicable, it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system during improvements to that highway.  Because 
an existing facility is being improved, however, avoidance is not 
always possible.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community 
Impacts, the proposed project has been designed to minimize 
impacts, where possible, by taking reduced amounts of right-of-
way and limiting the grading footprint in order to minimize impacts 
to existing structures while still meeting project objectives.  In 
particular, following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Engineers are still refining the project design 
and working to minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to 
properties as much as possible.  An ultimate conclusion regarding 
whether or not a particular property would be subject to acquisition 
will be based upon final project design.  It is at that time that the 
property owner of record would be contacted.  If any part of your 

01 
cont.
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cont.

real property would be needed for the project, Caltrans right-of-way 
agents will contact you to discuss appraisal and acquisition process.

As discussed in Section ES.8, Coordination with Public and 
Other Agencies, there has been continual coordination with the 
public throughout the environmental process to help determine 
areas of concern, scope of environmental documentation, the 
level of analysis, potential impacts, mitigation measures, and 
related environmental requirements.  The environmental review 
process is designed to provide full disclosure to both the public 
and governmental decision makers regarding potential, significant 
environmental effects of a proposed project.  Additionally, there 
have been many opportunities for public comment and input, 
including local outreach occurring over several years (see 
Chapter 5).  Nonetheless, it is hoped that the public is able to find 
any information they seek, and will attend further meetings and 
workshops regarding this project.  For more information regarding 
the I-5 NCC Project, please visit any of the following websites: 
Caltrans’ website at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/facts/index.
htm; the TransNet website at http://www.keepsandiegomoving.
com/North-Coast-Corridor/NCCHome.aspx; and the TransNet 
Dashboard at www.transnettrip.com, which contains the status of 
the I-5 NCC Project, including up-to-date schedule, budget, and 
expenditure information.
 
As noted above, all comments received during the public review 
period for the Draft EIR/EIS are appreciated.  Caltrans has provided 
a response to each comment in this Final EIR/EIS.  As discussed in 
Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives,” the current EIR/EIS and 
Project Study Report reflect only the most recent step in a process 
that began approximately 20 years ago and has addressed a wide 
variety of options to relieve congestion within this busy corridor.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” with 
regard to other transportation modes in the planning process for 
the corridor.

Regarding your concern for acquisition of your neighbors’ home, 
as described in the response to your Comment 02, Caltrans is 
sensitive to the impacts of projects on local residents, and it is 
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Caltrans’ intention to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to 
properties that adjoin an existing highway system to the extent 
practicable.  As noted in the response to your Comment 02, an 
ultimate conclusion regarding whether or not a particular property 
would be subject to acquisition will be based upon final project 
design.  It is at that time that the property owner of record would 
be contacted.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Property 
Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation” for more information 
regarding potential property acquisitions.
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Response to Harry Guzelimian

Thank you for your interest in the project.  It is Caltrans’ intention 
to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to properties that abut 
an existing highway system through efforts such as adoption of 
the Preferred Alternative.  As described in Section 3.4, Community
Impacts, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed project has been 
designed to minimize impacts, where possible, by taking the 
reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading footprint 
in order to minimize impacts to existing structures while still meeting 
project objectives.  None of the alternatives are anticipated to 
displace the subject residence at 783 Santa Florencia.  Potential 
easements would be required under the 8+4 Buffer, 8+4 Barrier, 
and 10+4 Buffer alternatives from this residence.  There is the 
potential for a partial acquisition under the 10+4 Barrier alternative 
from this residence.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
An ultimate conclusion regarding property acquisitions, however, 
will be based on the alternative selected and final project design.  
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For more information regarding property acquisition and valuation, 
please refer to the Topical Responses “Property Acquisition” and 
“Acquisition Valuation.” 

Caltrans sent a letter to you about this property on 10/21/2010, as 
well as a fax on 10/26/2010.  The fax was in reply to an earlier fax 
sent by you to Caltrans on 10/22/2010.  The fax dated 10/26/2010 
responded to your question as to when the Final EIR/EIS would 
be completed, stating that the target date for the Final EIR/EIS 
at the time was for the fall of 2012.  This fax also stated that 
information to date, including time frames, was not final.  In the 
letter dated 10/21/2010, Caltrans confirmed that there would be 
potential impacts to your property under the four Draft EIR/EIS 
build alternatives, stating that for the 8+4 with Buffer, 8+4 with 
Barrier, and 10+4 with Buffer alternatives, there would only be 
potential easement requirements.  The letter indicated that under 
the 10+4 Barrier alternative, there would be a potential for partial 
acquisition of the property.

It should be noted that earlier, you had sent a fax to Caltrans 
dated 8/31/2010, in which you asked questions regarding the 
meaning of line symbology and hatching patterns shown in the 
project layouts provided to him.  Because your hand-written notes 
on the faxed layouts appeared to be pointing toward the property 
located at 801 Santa Florencia (based on the APN number of 
the parcel where the annotations were made), Caltrans faxed 
reply on 9/8/2010 was addressed to you at 801 Santa Florencia, 
instead of 783 Santa Florencia, which is adjacent to (north of) 
801 Santa Florencia.

01 
cont.
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01 

Response to J. Hegenauer

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential generation 
of air quality-related pollution and particulate matter (PM) from 
implementation of the proposed project.  Regarding general 
air quality pollution concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project 
implementation would result in lower overall air emissions and 
related improvements to air quality compared to existing and 
projected future (no build) conditions.  For PM such as dust and 
diesel exhaust particulates, the noted project improvements to 
traffic operations would contribute to lower PM emissions when 
compared to the No Build alternative (refer to EIR/EIS Pages 
3.14-5 and 3.14-6).  The proposed project, therefore, would 
comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and is unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  Additionally, based on screening using U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency PM guidance (as described in 



OCEANSIDE PUBLIC HEARING (September 9, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-515

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality 
Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and percentage of traffic 
when comparing build alternatives against a No Build condition.  
A number of measures are also identified in Section 3.14.14 of 
the EIR/EIS to control construction-related particulate generation 
(e.g., dust) within the project limits, with additional information 
provided in Topical Response “Air Pollutants.” 

01 
cont.
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01 

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
Regarding potential impacts to wildlife, including relocation and 
dispersal as a result of proposed vegetation or habitat removal, the 
project design is intended to minimize or avoid impacts, including 
the loss of existing vegetation, wherever possible.  With respect to 
the loss of vegetation and wildlife habitat, associated species would 
be expected to relocate from affected areas, although most would 
seek out other areas of similar habitat and vegetation if available, 
rather than moving into a more urban setting.  As described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, and Sections 3.17, 
Natural Communities, through 3.22, Invasive Species, the project 
would involve extensive efforts to replace and enhance affected 
and existing landscaping with native varieties, and to preserve, 
enhance, establish/create, and/or acquire appropriate areas of 
native habitats.

01

Response to Virginia and John (Luther) Herrle
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01 

02 

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of glass 
in the soundwall design in order to retain views.  As indicated in 
this comment, S750 has been recommended for construction in the 
area east of I-5 and south of Palomar Airport Road (801 Caminito 
Del Mar) and would extend to heights of between 12 and 16 feet.  
While the final design of soundwalls has not been determined,  
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics identifies several alternative 
soundwall designs, including transparent materials, are being 
considered where appropriate (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).

Regarding your comment on the potential loss of ocean breezes 
from project structures (e.g., soundwalls), none of the proposed 
project improvements would result in changes to prevailing breezes.  
That is, while the ability for individual properties to remain open to 
breezes may vary if a sound barrier is ultimately implemented in 
front of a structure with a west-facing exposure, property owners 
have the right to reject the construction of such walls associated with 
their property.

01

02

Responses to Dana Johnson
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Thank you for your interest in the project.  The existing and 
proposed right-of-way for each of the project alternatives as well as 
the SR-56 flyover are illustrated on a series of maps included in the 
Draft Project Report prepared for the I-5 NCC Project.  This report 
is available at Caltrans offices at 4050 Taylor Street, San Diego, 
California 92110.  The office may be contacted at (619) 688-6699, 
or via email at CT.Public.I nformation.D11@dot.ca.gov. 

01

Response to Penny Johnson
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01 

Thank you for your comments.  Your preference for the No Build 
alternative is part of the public record.  

Your comments regarding public meetings are noted.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Hearing Format” regarding the reason for 
use of an open house format, as well as Chapter 5, Comments 
and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which details the extensive I-5 
outreach program.

Regarding the need for the project and mass transportation 
systems, please note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  A comprehensive regional planning process has 
been undertaken to plan regional growth patterns and determine 
the multimodal transportation system that would best address 
the anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning process 
include the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (SCS).  The land use pattern contained in 

01

Response to John Kidwell
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01
cont. 

the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, and walkable 
development located near transit.  Changes in land use patterns 
and smart growth can, however, take extended time to implement.  
The I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 to allow the region to 
work toward complex solutions.  All modes of transportation (rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways) are expected 
to require improvement in order for the overall system to work 
at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are 
currently being planned by other agencies.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to mass transit.

With respect to noise, and as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, 
Noise, although project-related decibel increases would vary by 
location, the majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be 
three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes 
of three dBA or less generally are not detectable by the average 
healthy human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA or greater, and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information.

For water quality-related pollution, EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water 
Quality and Storm Water Runoff, evaluates potential water 
quality impacts associated with implementation of the identified 
build alternatives and the No Build alternative.  Section 3.10 also
identifies appropriate best management practices to address 
potential project-related water quality concerns.  As a result, the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

With respect to air quality-related pollution, the project is designed 
to lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation 
would result in related improvements to air quality compared 

01
cont.
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with existing conditions.  Specifically, all of the build alternatives 
would be consistent with applicable air quality plans and would not 
cause or contribute to existing or new pollutant levels that exceed 
ambient air quality standards.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

With regard to the lifespan of project improvements, the proposed 
project would increase the capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve 
both existing and reasonably anticipated future congestion, 
through the design year of 2050.  The design of the project was 
based on regional growth forecasts, which are prepared by the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), with the full 
understanding that conditions will continue to change over time.  
The amount of traffic induced through widening of the freeway 
is projected to be minimal (approximately four percent) due 
to a number of project features and regional improvements, as 
described in Topical Response “Projected Growth.”

Caltrans takes the potential impacts of its projects on communities 
and the environment seriously.  A number of efforts have been 
made during the project design process to avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate project-related impacts to the maximum extent possible.  
Specifically, following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

01
cont.
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01 
Thank you for your comment regarding noise concerns east of 
the I-5 corridor and north of SR-76, specifically requesting that 
Soundwalls S882 and/or S884 be extended across the west end 
of Capistrano Drive (near the I-5 corridor, refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 64 and 65), which  is part of the public 
record.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA) or greater, and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners (per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
[FHWA] and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria 
for noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic 
Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S882 and S884 along 
the noted freeway segment (both of which are recommended for 

01

Responses to Kate King
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construction as noted in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.46).  The use of such 
noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated to be effective 
in the reduction of traffic-generated noise and would provide 
noise abatement for associated noise receptors in accordance 
with applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements (refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise analysis and soundwall considerations).  Specifically, 
Soundwalls S882 and S884 would provide noise abatement at 
nearby noise receptors including R22.2 through R22.8A (refer to 
EIR/EIS Table 3.15.45).  

Neither of these soundwalls was identified as extending across 
the west end of Capistrano Drive, however, as this street 
intersects the adjacent northbound I-5 off-ramp and provides 
access to and from the ramp (which merges with Harbor Drive, a 
local through street, farther to the north).  Accordingly, extending 
one or both of these soundwalls as requested would block the 
described intersection and unnecessarily restrict associated traffic 
movements.  Even if such an extension were “feasible,” S882 and 
S884 would not provide a noise abatement benefit for the subject 
property (901 San Juan Place) due to the intervening distance 
and topographic separation.  That is, based on the described 
protocol, measured and modeled noise levels at local noise 
receptors, and the location of the subject property on an elevated 
ridge approximately 0.7 mile east of these noise receptors (from 
review of Google Maps), project-related noise effects at this 
property would not be expected to meet or approach 67 dBA.  
Specifically, projected noise levels at the listed noise receptors 
would range from 70 to 82 dBA with construction of the project 
and no soundwalls (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.45).  With the 
standard attenuation of roadway noise over distance (i.e., a three 
dBA reduction for every doubling of distance), associated existing 
and future noise levels in areas 0.7 mile to the east are expected 
to be substantially less than those described for the nearest noise 
receptors (and below the noted noise abatement level).  It should 
also be noted that, due to the proximity of the subject property to 
SR-76 (approximately 900 feet north with a direct line of sight, per 
Google Maps), perceivable noise levels at this property are likely 
derived from SR-76 rather than I-5.

01 
cont.
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02 

Regarding your concerns with the proposed eastbound Harbor 
Drive tunnel, the purpose of the proposed eastbound Harbor Drive 
tunnel off-ramp is to facilitate right-turn movements of traffic along 
eastbound Harbor Drive toward San Rafael Drive.  Currently, 
vehicles along eastbound Harbor Drive desiring to turn right at 
San Rafael Drive have to weave across traffic from the northbound 
I-5 off-ramp, making this right-turn movement extremely difficult.  
Vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians along eastbound Harbor Drive 
desiring to make a right turn at San Rafael Drive would take this 
proposed tunnel off-ramp under the northbound off-ramp, which 
would eliminate the existing weaving conflict.  Due to the existing 
topography, roadway configurations, and nature of the traffic 
problem, the tunnel option appears to be the best solution to the 
traffic conflict at this location.

Building a bridge instead of a tunnel would require prohibitively 
steep grades to carry eastbound Harbor Drive traffic over 

02
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03

the northbound I-5 off-ramp to the San Rafael/Harbor Drive 
Intersection.  In addition, there is not sufficient space to carry the 
potential bridge over the existing northbound I-5 off-ramp and 
meet roadway grade standards. 

02 
cont.

03 Thank you for your comment expressing a preference for Option B 
of the Pedestrian underpass improvements north of the San Luis 
Rey River, which has been included as part of the public record.  
Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed 
community enhancements have been refined.  Specifically with 
regard to this project, the trail on the northern side of the river is 
now planned to be constructed mid-slope on the abutment (rather 
than at the base of slope) to avoid impacts to habitat near the 
river and to keep pedestrians farther away from sensitive habitats 
and species.  It also should be noted that implementation of the 
community enhancements for all build alternatives is dependent 
upon reaching a Maintenance Agreement with the affected city, 
which in this case is Oceanside.
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01 

Thank you for your comments regarding mass transportation, 
which are part of the public record.

In regard to consideration of an alternative utilizing freeway 
expansion money exclusively on mass transportation uses,  please 
note that multiple alternatives have been considered in various 
studies over the past ten years to address project need. Based 
on these studies, as discussed in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.5 of the 
EIR/EIS, several solutions are being moved forward at the same 
time, including improvements to rail, transit, and highway systems. 
Caltrans has no authority to independently require or authorize 
bus rapid transit or light rail programs or to divert highway funds to 
mass transit modes.  TransNet funding is allocated by San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) to highways, transit, 
and local roadways, in roughly equal thirds, and the I-5 Capital 
Improvement Program funds are specific to freeway improvements 
necessary to maintain the facility and allow it to continue as a critical 
element of the Strategic Highway Network. However, the project 

01

Response to Kyle Krahel-Frolander
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is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation, in which all modes 
of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  

Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Mass Transit,” and “Transportation Funding” for additional 
information regarding ongoing mass transit planning efforts, as 
well as to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard 
to other alternatives previously screened for transportation in this 
corridor.  This Topical Response notes that the Major Investment 
Study screened or evaluated alternative mass transportation 
system improvements including double tracking rail, rerouting 
freight transport, improving light rail, providing elevated monorail, 
and developing reversible car pool lanes. 

01 
cont.



OCEANSIDE PUBLIC HEARING (September 9, 2010) ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.3-528

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

01 

Thank you for your comment expressing support for the I-5 NCC 
Project.  Your comments have been included as part of the public 
record.

01

Response to Kervin Krause
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01 

02 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Federal, State, and local funding sources for the I-5 NCC Project 
have been identified, and monies are being tracked.  Local funding 
is provided through the TransNet program, a voter-approved half-
cent sales tax for regional transportation projects in San Diego 
County.  This program will generate $17 billion during its 60-year 
life and is distributed to transportation projects in general.  TransNet 
monies are divided roughly into thirds, with approximately one-third 
each going to highways, transit, and local roadways.  Because the 
manner of funding for this project is in place, project funding would 
not affect homeowners.  

Please reference tracking of TransNet monies at http://www.
sandag.org/index.asp?committeeid=75&fuseaction=committees.
detail.  You are also encouraged to visit the TransNet Dashboard 
at www.transnettrip.com, to view the status of the I-5 NCC 
Project.  This website was created to keep the public informed on 
TransNet projects and provides up-to-date schedule, budget, and 
expenditure information.

01

Responses to Judy McFarland
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Regarding general project-related effects to wildlife, this issue is 
addressed in Sections 3.20, Animal Life, and 3.21, Threatened and 
Endangered Species.  Additional information is provided in Topical 
Response “Lagoon Effects.”  In these discussions, it is indicated 
that the project would impact a number of reptiles, mammals, 
and birds, including animals that are considered threatened or 
endangered by state and federal regulations.  Sensitive reptiles 
include San Diego horned lizard, Coronado Island skink, and 
the orange-throated whiptail.  Sensitive mammals include desert 
woodrat and San Diego pocket mouse.  Sensitive birds include 
least bittern, rufous-crowned sparrow, loggerhead shrike, and 
white-tailed kite.  Incremental impacts to foraging habitats for 
migratory birds utilizing the lagoons including white pelican, long-
billed curlew, and double crested cormorant would occur, but 
nesting grounds would not be impacted.  

Impacts to wildlife would be minimized in several ways.  Bridges 
over several of the lagoons would be lengthened to improve 
tidal flow and accommodate movement of wildlife beneath the 
structures.  Restrictions would be imposed upon construction 
during the breeding season for nesting birds (February 15 through 
August 31) to minimize indirect noise impacts on breeding activities.  
If construction cannot avoid these months, biological surveys would 
be conducted to identify active nests and construction activities 
would be directed away until a nest is no longer active.  Best 
Management Practices would be implemented to reduce water 
quality impacts on wildlife from construction and operation of the 
proposed roadway improvements.  The project also proposes a 
comprehensive biological mitigation program in concert with other 
transportation projects in the North Coast Corridor.  This program 
is being coordinated among the transportation planning agencies 
with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and wildlife 
resource agencies and would address transportation-related 
impacts on a regional scale.  

02
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01

02 

Thank you for your comment regarding the construction schedule 
for the proposed project.  Your comment is part of the public record.  
If a build alternative is selected, it must undergo final design prior 
to the initiation of construction.  Section 2.4, Phased Construction, 
of the EIR/EIS discusses the anticipated project phasing, which 
would be consistent with regional planning efforts and the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan.  The timing of improvements is 
dependent on projected regional growth and funding availability.  

With respect to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, the project proposes 
improvements and/or modifications to this interchange, including 
modified connector ramps and a new separation structure (see 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57).  Direct connectors 
between the two roadways would be included as part of a separate 
SR-78 project.   

01

02

Responses to Bruce Mortland
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01

Thank you for your comment, which  is part of the public 
record.  Your submittal of comments using the court reporter is 
appreciated—those comments have been individually responded 
to as part of the transcript from the Oceanside public hearing.

01

Response to Zeb Navarro
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01 

01 Thank you for your comments expressing concern over allowing 
Single Occupancy Vehicles (SOVs) to pay a toll to use the 
proposed High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes facility.  
Your comments have been included as part of the public record.  
Value Pricing is proposed for the HOV/Managed Lanes, which is 
an option that provides additional highway capacity by allowing  s 
to pay to use the HOV/Managed Lanes when extra capacity exists, 
as approved by California Senate Bill 574 (2007).  California 
Senate Bill 468 (2011) specifically authorized establishment of a 
high occupancy toll (HOT) program on I-5 to be administered by 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG).  In addition 
to the traffic flow benefits of allowing the use of these lanes when 
capacity exists, revenues from the program would be used for 
improvement of transit services and for HOV facilities.  Please 
refer to Section 1.3.5 in the EIR/EIS for additional information and 
benefits of Value Pricing.  

Response to James Peeler
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02

Thank you for your comments regarding the need for additional 
interchange improvements, which are part of the public record.  
Your comments have been included as part of the public record.  
As discussed in Final EIR/EIS Section 2.2.2, Common Design 
Features of the Build Alternatives, improvements and modifications 
are proposed at the Oceanside Boulevard, Mission Avenue, and 
SR-76 interchanges.  Improvements and modifications are also 
proposed at the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 59, 60, 62, and 64.

In regards to your suggestion to provide one High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lane and additional general purpose 
lanes, such an alternative was initially considered, but eliminated 
from further analysis.  This alternative, the 10+2 HOV alternative, 
and the various reasons it was rejected are discussed in EIR/EIS 
Section 2.6, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS.  

01

02

Responses to Kim Pendleton
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Regarding the effectiveness of HOV/Managed Lanes to improve 
freeway traffic flows, the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number 
of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended to give 
carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
The benefit of shifting these types of vehicles (carpools and transit) 
into the HOV/Managed Lanes is that it provides additional capacity 
in the general purpose lanes, thereby improving traffic flows.  

02 
cont.

03 The proposed design is intended to provide an improved multimodal 
solution for this interchange, including improved bicycle and 
pedestrian service through the interchange, which would benefit 
Oceanside High School students.  This proposed design has been 
reviewed by the City of Oceanside.
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01

Thank you for your comment recommending one High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lane and one additional general 
purpose lane in each direction.  Your comment is part of the public 
record.  Your suggested alternative is addressed in Section 2.6 
in the EIR/EIS, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From 
Further Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS, as the 8+2 and 10+2 
alternatives.  As discussed in Section 2.6, an 8+2 and a 10+2 
alternative would only provide short-term congestion relief within 
the I-5 NCC and would not provide a long-term solution.  Therefore, 
an 8+2 or 10+2 alternative would not meet the project purpose 
to maintain or improve the existing and future traffic operations 
in the project corridor to improve the safe and efficient regional 
movement of people and goods for the 2050 planning design 
year.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.

01

Response to John Powell
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01
Thank you for your comment recommending one High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lane and one additional general 
purpose lane in each direction, which has been included as part 
of the public record.  Your suggested alternative is addressed in 
Section 2.6 in the EIR/EIS, Alternatives Considered but Eliminated 
From Further Discussion Prior to Draft EIR/EIS, as the 8+2 and 
10+2 alternatives.  As discussed in Section 2.6, in the EIR/EIS, 
an 8+2 and a 10+2 alternative would only provide short-term 
congestion relief within the I-5 NCC and would not provide a long-
term solution.  Therefore, an 8+2 or 10+2 alternative would not 
meet the project purpose to maintain or improve the existing and 
future traffic operations in the project corridor to improve the safe 
and efficient regional movement of people and goods for the 2050 
planning design year.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 

01

Response to Marianne Powell
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the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.

01 
cont.
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01

02

Thank you for your creative suggestion regarding funding 
restoration efforts in the Buena Vista Lagoon, which is part 
of the public record.  Unfortunately, it is unlikely that British 
Petroleum could be required to provide funding for this purpose as 
compensation for the gulf oil spill.  Compensation for the impact 
of the oil spill is more appropriately accomplished within the area 
affected by the oil.  Regardless, requiring such compensation is 
beyond the authority of Caltrans.

Caltrans appreciates your positive comments regarding property 
values increasing because of the proposed project creating more 
efficient and safe traffic movement.  Your comments are consistent 
with the conclusions reached by Caltrans, as discussed further in 
Topical Response “Property Valuation.”

01

02

Responses to Chuck Rogers
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01

Thank you for your comment regarding bicycle safety at freeway 
ramps, which is part of the public record.  The project proposes the 
construction of an eastbound Harbor Drive tunnel off-ramp which 
would facilitate the movement of bicycles along eastbound Harbor 
Drive toward San Rafael Drive and Vandegrift Boulevard.  Bicyclists 
along eastbound Harbor Drive desiring to go toward San Rafael 
Drive or Vandegrift Boulevard would take the new tunnel off-ramp, 
which would pass under the northbound off-ramp to Vandegrift 
Boulevard and thus not cross the lanes of the northbound off-ramp 
to Vandegrift Boulevard.  Once at the Vandegrift Boulevard/San 
Rafael Drive intersection, bicyclists could either make a right turn 
to San Rafael Drive, or go straight toward Vandegrift Boulevard (to 
the Camp Pendleton main gate).

01

Response to Jerry Rugg
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01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the Mission Avenue 
landscaping, as well as concern over removal of an existing 
Oceanside gateway monument.  Caltrans has worked with the 
City of Oceanside to develop a number of potential enhancement 
projects, including the new Regional Gateway Feature at Harbor 
Drive, which is now incorporated into project design.  During 
final design, which includes specifics related to landscape and 
“hardscape” design, Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the 
City of Oceanside.

In regards to a SR-78 flyover, improvements and modifications are 
proposed at the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, but a flyover is not proposed 
as part of the I-5 NCC Project.  A flyover or connector would be 
included as part of a separate SR-78 project.  All of the proposed 
build alternatives would require replacement of the Cassidy Street 
and California Street overcrossing structures.  Refer to Final  
EIR/EIS Table 2.2.3 and Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 58 and 59. 

01

02

Responses to Jim Schroder
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01

02

03

Thank you for your comments indicating your preference for the No 
Build alternative, which are part of the public record.

01

02

Responses to Nadine Scott

The plans associated with the I-5 NCC Project are considered 
responsive to the transportation needs of the region.  As described in 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and “Corridor Alternatives,” 
a comprehensive planning process has been undertaken to identify 
transportation improvements planned for the North Coast Corridor.  
I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 to allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions that take extended time to implement.  
The project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for transportation in this corridor.

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
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addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the 
Preferred Alternative.  Also, since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, 
additional detailed studies have been prepared and/or completed 
regarding the biology and hydrology of the lagoons and potential 
project impacts.  These studies also have resulted in refinement 
of proposed project design, regardless of alternative selected if 
the project is approved.  This new information was detailed in a 
publicly circulated Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS that went out for 
public review in August 2012, and is discussed further in Topical 
Response “Lagoon Effects.”

With respect to the number of unmitigated environmental impacts, 
as indicated in EIR/EIS Chapter 4, California Environmental Quality 
Act Evaluation, only impacts related to visual resources/aesthetics 
as well as community character and cohesion would remain after 
mitigation.  

At the project level, for the 27-mile corridor, noise impacts are not 
identified as significant under CEQA.  As discussed in Chapter 4, 
however, a small number of segments and 58 individual receptors 
within the I-5 NCC Project area could experience potentially 
significant noise impacts under CEQA.  Receptors identified as 
experiencing potentially significant noise impacts under CEQA are 
identified in Table 4.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.  Additional, non-CEQA 
related abatement is also recommended at other locations where 
“feasible” and “reasonable,” according to federal protocols.  This 
attenuation would provide effective noise mitigation for a large 
number of locales and receptors along the I-5 NCC Project, and is 
over and above CEQA mitigation requirements.

02 
cont.

03 Regarding your concern for full and partial property acquisitions, 
it is Caltrans’ intention to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts 
to properties that abut an existing highway system.  Where such 
impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties would be subject to 
an appraisal to determine fair market value, and a corresponding 
offer of just compensation would be made.  In addition, assistance 
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for relocated property owners would be available through measures 
such as the State Relocation and Last Resort Housing (LRH) 
programs.  The project Draft Relocation Impact Report concluded 
that adequate relocation resources existed for the majority of 
displacees.  Displacees that may face difficulty finding suitable 
relocation resources would be eligible for assistance from Caltrans 
through the State’s relocation program or LRH Program options, 
including LRH payments.  For more information on specifics 
of property acquisition and property valuation with regards to 
acquisition, please refer to the Topical Responses “Property 
Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation.”

03
cont.
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01

Thank you for your comments regarding the community 
enhancements, which are part of the public record.  Caltrans has 
worked with local jurisdictions along the project corridor, including 
the City of Oceanside, to develop a number of potential community 
enhancement projects.  In the City of Oceanside, the following 
potential enhancement projects have been identified:  (1) Pocket 
Park and Pedestrian Path at California Street; (2) Oceanside 
Boulevard Streetscape Enhancement; (3) Division Street Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhancements; (4) Mission Avenue Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Enhancements; (5) Bush Street Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhancements 
and Community Gardens; (6) Community Open Space Park and 
Gardens; (7) SR-76 Underpass New Parking and Trailhead; 
(8) Pedestrian Underpass Improvements north of San Luis Rey 
River; (9) Harbor Drive/Camp Pendleton Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Enhancements; (10) I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City 
of Oceanside.  These enhancement facilities, if implemented, 
would foster community improvement through creation and/

01

Response to Steven Soto
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or enhancement of pedestrian or bicycle access, connection of 
pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit centers, enhancement 
of non-vehicular connectivity across I-5, and creation of trailheads 
and other recreational opportunities within local communities 
throughout the I-5 project area (refer to EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 
North Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects).  
While additional properties may be available for enhancement, 
they were not prioritized for implementation during coordination 
between Caltrans and the local jurisdictions.  While some 
locations where remnant land would be available from right-of-
way acquisition are planned for community enhancements, no 
residences would be acquired solely for the purpose of building 
a park.

Where property acquisitions cannot be avoided, affected properties 
would be subject to an appraisal to determine fair market value, 
and a corresponding offer of just compensation would be made.  
In addition, assistance for relocated property owners would be 
available through measures such as the State Relocation and Last 
Resort Housing (LRH) programs.  The project Draft Relocation 
Impact Report concluded that adequate relocation resources 
existed for the majority of displacees.  Displacees that may face 
difficulty finding suitable relocation resources would be eligible for 
assistance from Caltrans through the State’s relocation program 
or LRH Program options, including LRH payments.  For more 
information on specifics of property acquisition and property 
valuation with regards to acquisition, please refer to Topical 
Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation.”  
Because compensation would be provided at fair market value, 
it is anticipated that affected property owners generally would be 
able to use the compensation to purchase comparable property in 
the same vicinity.

01 
cont.
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01

02

03
04

Thank you for your comments regarding the potential use of glass in 
the soundwall design in order to retain views.  While the exact nature 
and design of soundwalls has not been finalized, as discussed in  
EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, several alternative soundwall 
designs, including transparent materials, are being considered 
where appropriate (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figure 3-7.122).

In regards to the San Luis Rey Pedestrian Underpass Community 
Enhancement, your opposition to Option 2 is noted.  The option 
currently being pursued would involve the connection to the San 
Luis Rey River trail and would include providing ramp connections 
to meet Americans with Disabilities Act requirements.  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, the proposed enhancements are anticipated 
to provide improved neighborhood connectivity and improved 
coastal access.  It should be noted that implementation of the 
community enhancements for all build alternatives is dependent 

01

02

Responses to Tom and Lahrisa Steenback
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04
cont.

upon reaching a Maintenance Agreement with the affected city, 
which in this case is Oceanside.  

As described in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, 
final design has not occurred, so specific landscape plans have 
not been developed.  Project landscaping plans would reflect 
input from comments received during public outreach meetings 
and would aim to be consistent with the character of adjacent 
community landscape and incorporate vegetation similar in nature 
and scale to adjacent areas.  As described in Section 3.7.4, 
landscaping would include native trees and shrubs.

There is no law that governs proximity of freeways to residences.  
Caltrans does have standards, although there are no specific 
standards as to the minimum distance of a freeway from a 
residence.  In the case of close proximity, there are lateral clearance 
standards documented in Chapter 300 of the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual (HDM) as well as the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Roadside 
Design Guide. 

The Highway Design Manual can be accessed via the Internet at 
the following Caltrans website:

• http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm

The AASHTO Roadside Design Guide can be obtained from the 
following AASHTO websites:

• https://bookstore.transportation.org/
• https://bookstore.transportation.org/collection_detail.

aspx?ID=105

02 
cont.

03

04
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01

Thank you for your comments suggesting provision of light rail 
in the center of the freeway.  They are part of the public record.  
The project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options currently being planned, as well as Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard to other alternatives, 
including light rail, previously evaluated for the corridor.

01

Response to Frank Sullivan
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01

Thank you for your comment regarding the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, 
which is part of the public record.  Although the project proposes 
several improvements and/or modifications to the I-5 / SR-78 
Interchange, major reconfiguration of the interchange is not 
proposed as part of this project.  Refer to Figure 2.2-3, Sheets 
56 and 57, in this Final EIR/EIS for an illustrative plan view of the 
proposed improvements at this interchange.  Direct connectors 
between the two roadways would be included as part of a separate 
SR-78 project.

01

Response to R. Sutherland
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01

02

03

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding inclusion of bus rapid transit prior to expanding I-5, 
please note that I-5 NCC Project improvements are intended to 
accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 to allow 
the region to work toward complex solutions that take extended 
time to implement.  The project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort but is responsible for implementing only 
the highway improvement portion of the plan.  The proposed use 
of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit 
options.  All modes of transportation (rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 

01

Responses to Sarah Turitto
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03
cont.

routes, and bikeways) are expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Phasing of transportation improvements would 
comply with California Senate Bill 468, which, among other 
provisions, requires that multimodal projects occur concurrently 
with construction of all or a portion of the capacity-increasing I-5 
project, as specified in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and 
Resource Enhancement Program.

02

03

01 
cont.

With respect to providing additional freeway lanes between Lomas 
Santa Fe and the SR-78 Interchange, auxiliary lanes are proposed 
along a substantial portion of this segment, both northbound 
and southbound (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.1a through 
2-2.1d).  Proposed auxiliary lanes are proposed in locations where 
they would be necessary to help reduce congestion caused by 
traffic weaving, in accordance with the Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual.  They are not proposed in locations where traffic analysis 
determined them not to be necessary, in an effort to minimize 
impacts to property and sensitive resources.

In regard to your comment regarding the undertaking of mass 
transit studies before additional freeways are built, please 
refer to the response to your Comment 01, above.  In addition, 
preparation of the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which 
provides the framework for improvements to the various modes of 
transportation, involved an extensive public involvement process 
as summarized in Topical Response “Multimodal System” and 
described in detail in the RTP.  These efforts involved outreach 
to the general public as well as various agency representatives, 
including the North County Transit District.
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01

Thank you for your comment expressing your preference for 
the 8+4 Buffer or 10+4 Buffer alternatives among the build 
alternatives.  Your comment has been included as part of the public 
record.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.

01

Response to Mary Vartanian
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01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding the benefits of the project 
versus the associated construction delays, noise, and dust generation.  
Your comments  are part of the public record.

It is clear that improvements to I-5 through the North Coast Corridor 
will not be the complete answer to traffic congestion.  The long-term 
solution to facilitating the movement of people and goods through the 
corridor also depends on improvements to other forms of transportation 
in the corridor.  Improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through a planning design year of 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system, and allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions such as changes in land use patterns that take extended time 
to implement.  In fact, the I-5 NCC Project is just a part of the larger 
transportation upgrades the San Diego Association of Governments 
is developing for the corridor; including significant expansion to 
the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) 
heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit lines, and improvements to 

01

Responses to Pat Wallace
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bicycle and pedestrian access, as well as upgrades to the existing 
highway system.  These transit projects, when combined with the 
I-5 NCC Project, will provide a balanced transportation system for 
people to travel within and through the North Coast Corridor.  See 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference” and “Mass 
Transit” for more discussion of the planning efforts for alternative 
forms of transportation to relieve traffic congestion in the corridor.  
The projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) for the build 
alternatives is relatively small as a result of these regional and project 
strategies and improvements designed to reduce the growth of VMT 
and to encourage alternatives to the use of single-occupant vehicles 
(refer to Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS for details).

Regarding traffic during construction, as described in Section 3.6, 
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, of the  
EIR/EIS, identified mitigation measures include the implementation 
of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) during construction.  The TMP 
would include a Public Awareness Program to distribute information, 
such as construction schedules and locations, as well as a Traffic 
Operations Strategies Program to implement and evaluate on-the-
ground efforts to address traffic-related concerns, such as road 
closures and alternate route strategies. Please refer to Topical 
Response “Construction Traffic.”

EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, indicates that sensitive noise receptors 
close to I-5 may be exposed to high noise levels during the 
construction period.  This increase would be temporary and limited 
to the immediate area surrounding construction and utility relocation 
activities.  Given that the subject property (1901 Bush Street, 
No. 101, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 62) is over 2000 
feet east of the freeway (from review of Google Maps), construction 
noise impacts are not anticipated to be substantial.  Section 3.15.4 
contains a number of measures that would be employed to minimize 
construction noise impacts, including equipment noise control, 
implementing a construction noise-monitoring program, and planning 
noisier operations during times least sensitive to noise receptors.  
A number of measures are also identified in Section 3.14.4 of the  
EIR/EIS to control construction-related dust generation within the 
project limits, with additional information provided in Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants.”

01 
cont.
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In regard to future transportation planning and creation of an 
outstanding public transportation system, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 01.  In regard to transportation 
budgeting, please refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

02
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01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

Regarding your concern for project-related effects to quality 
of life resulting from partial property acquisition, it is Caltrans’ 
intention to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts to properties 
that adjoin an existing highway system to the extent practicable.  
Complete avoidance of impacts is not always possible, however, 
and where such impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties 
would be subject to an appraisal to determine fair market value.  
A corresponding offer would be made and assistance would be 
available through measures such as the State Relocation and Last 
Resort Housing (LRH) programs.  It is important to note, however, 
that the design process is not completed and an ultimate decision 
on property acquisition will be based on final project design.  For 
more information on specifics of property acquisition and property 
valuation with regards to acquisition, please refer to Topical 
Responses “Property Acquisition” and “Acquisition Valuation.” 

01

Response to Cliff Whynaught
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With regard to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange Project, while some 
improvements to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange connectors 
are included as part of the I-5 NCC Project (refer to Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 56 and 57, of the Final EIR/EIS), the I-5 / SR-78 
Interchange Project is a separate project (refer to EIR/EIS Section
3.25, Cumulative Analysis).  Specific design of the SR-78 ultimate 
connection with I-5 has not been completed.  The county’s freeway 
system is highly interrelated, and many of its segments will require 
improvement in order to meet future transportation demands.  It 
is, however, not practicable to wait until plans are available for the 
entire system before commencing analysis and/or implementation 
of any one element.  

As planning for the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange Project progresses, 
environmental review and coordination with the public to help 
determine areas of concern will begin.  Caltrans assures you 
that no part of this process has been kept secret.  Additionally, 
there will be many opportunities for public comment and input, 
including local outreach occurring over several years, during the 
planning process and as part of the environmental review process.  
The environmental review process is designed to provide full 
disclosure to both the public and decision makers so that people 
can make informed decisions.  It is hoped that you are able to 
find any information you seek and will attend further meetings and 
workshops regarding this project.  For more information regarding 
the I-5 NCC Project, please visit any of the following websites: 
Caltrans’ website at http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/facts/index.
htm; the TransNet website at http://www.keepsandiegomoving.
com/North-Coast-Corridor/NCCHome.aspx; and the TransNet 
Dashboard at www.transnettrip.com, which contains the status 
of current projects and the I-5 NCC Project, including up-to-date 
schedule, budget, and expenditure information.

01 
cont.
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01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
impacts, which are part of the public record.  The proposed project 
has been designed to minimize impacts to existing structures 
to the extent possible while still meeting project objectives by 
taking reduced amounts of additional right-of-way and limiting 
the grading footprint.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Further refinement will 
continue through final project design, and precise numbers and 
dimensions of properties required will not be known until just prior 
to acquisition of individual properties.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition.”

01

Responses to Karen Whynaught
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Regarding potential project-related noise concerns, and as 
outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-
related sound increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
generally are not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Despite this conclusion, the project would address no build and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA or greater, and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners (per applicable FHWA and 
Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise 
abatement measures required by the Caltrans' Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/
EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations, including S835 in the area of the subject 
property (1250 Kirmar Place, refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 56 and 58).  S835 has been recommended to be built 10 feet 
high at the subject property and would provide noise abatement 
in accordance with applicable FHWA and Caltrans requirements 
(refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.39 and 3.15.40).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise analysis and soundwall planning.

02
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             1       CALTRANS I-5 PUBLIC HEARING, TUESDAY, JULY 27, 2010 

             2        ENCINITAS COMMUNITY & SENIOR CENTER, ROOM 142 

             3       1140 OAKCREST PARK DRIVE, ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

             4                      5:00 p.m. - 8:15 p.m. 

             5                              * * * 

             6

             7  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I would like SANDAG to

             8   consider putting a Trolley down the middle of the I-5.

             9   Right now, they've just approved the Trolley from Old  

            10   Town up through UCSD over the UTC, there's a lot of us  

            11   that live in the north corridor, but Solana Beach,

            12   Encinitas, Carlsbad, Oceanside, people would use the

            13   Trolley.  It's cleaner, quieter.  It's used all the time  

            14   in San Diego, people really use it.

            15             A Trolley right down the middle of I-5 makes  

            16   sense to me.  SANDAG considers highways, and that's what  

            17   they really thought about, highways, highways, highways,

            18   traffic transportation planners know, you build wider

            19   freeways, more traffic comes.  It doesn't reduce traffic,  

            20   more traffic comes through.   

            21             I don't want San Diego to look like L.A.  When  

            22   we retired out here, we did not want to live in Los  

            23   Angeles, we wanted San Diego.  We're looking more and  

            24   more like Los Angeles.   

            25             Thank you.
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Responses to Anonymous Commenter #1

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of 
the public record.  Please note that multiple alternatives have 
been considered in various studies over the past ten years to 
address project need. Based on these studies, as discussed in 
Sections 1.4.1 and 1.5 of the EIR/EIS, several solutions are being 
moved forward at the same time, including improvements to rail, 
transit, and highway systems. The I-5 NCC Project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation. All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bike facilities, 
are expected to require improvement in order for the overall 
system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies. Caltrans 
has been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning 
effort. Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” 
“Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion 
regarding ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit. 
Please also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a 
summary of alternatives evaluated for the I-5 corridor.  This topical 
response notes that the Major Investment Study screened or 
evaluated alternative mass transportation system improvements 
including double-tracking rail, rerouting freight transport, improving 
light rail, providing elevated monorail, and developing reversible 
car pool lanes.

Please note that in part, I-5 NCC Project improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 2050 
to allow the region to work toward complex solutions that take 
extended time to implement.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort but is responsible for 
implementing only the highway improvement portion of the plan. 
The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, would 
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03 Caltrans is committed to minimizing impacts to sensitive coastal 
resources, including views, consistent with multiple regulations 
that include the California Coastal Act of 1976 (California 
Public Resources Code Section 30000-30012), which regulates 
development in these areas. EIR/EIS Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of each build alternative 
would be high, but the proposed I-5 modifications are not expected 
to result in substantial adverse overall effect on community 
character because the increased roadway surfaces, walls, 
landform modifications, and other project features would occur 
within a developed urban area and along a primary interstate 
already containing many of these features. Please refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects” for additional details.

02
cont.

provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities. These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods. A number of the regional and community enhancement 
features proposed by the project also would create and/or improve 
amenities, such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit centers, and 
park and ride facilities. The potential for increased traffic levels 
to result from freeway expansion is anticipated to be minimal 
as a result of these regional and project strategies designed to 
reduce the growth in the number of vehicle miles traveled and to 
encourage options to the use of single-occupant vehicles.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth.”
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01

             1             ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  They're very disorganized.

             2   You cannot look up your address to see exactly where  

             3   you're at on any of these zoning areas.  So if I want to  

             4   see where my address would be affected, I can't do it.   

             5   They have probably 60, 70 sheets in every one hand,

             6   that's not -- they would have to look at each one by  

             7   hand.

             8             So if you want to impact the community, you

             9   need to be prepared.

            10             Thank you. 

            11

            12 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I would like to see instead  

            13   of expanding the freeway, which would create more  

            14   emissions and more congestion and certainly, more traffic  

            15   I don't like.  A monterail over the freeway, just like  

            16   Disneyland, Monterey, it would work.  It would have

            17   certain stations like the freeways have off-ramps and we  

            18   would cut out emissions, which would satisfy the State,  

            19   satisfy us; everybody.  I don't know whether that is --

            20   expanding the rail is not going to work either, and

            21   expanding the freeway, pretty soon we're going to be in  

            22   the ocean if we keep expanding the freeway, and there's  

            23   just so many things against it.  And I would like to see

            24   them just think.  At least the same amount of money would  

            25   cost for the monterail.
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Response to Anonymous Commenter #2
Thank you for your comments regarding materials used at 
the public meeting held in Encinitas.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Hearing Format,” as well as Chapter 5, Comments 
and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which details the extensive I-5 
outreach program, as well as the preparation and organization 
involved.

To the extent practicable, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize  
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway.  Because an existing facility is being 
improved, however, avoidance is not always practicable.  The final 
precise numbers and dimensions of property required will not be 
known until just prior to the acquisition of individual properties.  It 
should be noted that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/
EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real 
Property Acquisition, of the Final EIR/EIS notes that no residential 
or business properties in the City of Encinitas would be affected by 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative (refer to Table 3.4.5).  No direct impacts 
to residences in Encinitas are anticipated if the Preferred Alternative 
is selected.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition” for additional information regarding the process for 
identifying and addressing potential property acquisitions.

01

01

Response to Joan Marchese 

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of the 
public record.

Regarding air quality related emissions, and as described in EIR/
EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
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             1             So that's my suggestion.   

             2             And My name is Joan Marchese.   

             3

             4  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I'm a resident along the

             5   corridor.  So I'm very concerned about environmental  

             6   impacts, noise levels.  Because right now, there is

             7   exceeding Federal standards and I don't see how any lane   

             8   is going to make those noise levels go down.   

             9 I'm not convinced that traffic will increase as  

            10   much as its been projected, since on the graphs over

            11   there, traffic is actually gone down from 2006, so if gas  

            12   prices go up again, there may not be as many people  

            13   driving in 20 years as there are now.

            14             I also feel that it's a colossal waste of  

            15   resources of money that can be used in more productive  

            16   ways, in the San Diego area.  And I also feel that it's a  

            17   serious stress on the natural lagoons, the view sheds and

            18   also any kind of ego systems that are adjacent to any  

            19   part of the freeway.

            20             And thank you very much for your time.   

            21

            22 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  Well, I thought the purpose

            23   that they were here, was so that there would be a meeting  

            24   to voice opinions, and hear feedback from, you know, the  

            25   different people that are putting this thing together,  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         3 
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01
cont.

02

03

04

01

compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information on air quality issues.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in 
a substantial number of additional trips.  The projected increase of 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project, due to a combination of project-specific and regional 
efforts.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding the project’s accommodation of 
anticipated and latent traffic.

With regard to a monorail solution, please refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives,” which discusses alternatives previously 
considered for the North Coast Corridor. This Topical Response 
notes that the Major Investment Study screened or evaluated 
alternative mass transportation system improvements including 
double tracking rail, rerouting freight transport, improving light 
rail, providing elevated monorail, and developing reversible car 
pool lanes. Monorail use was eliminated for a variety of reasons, 
including cost. 

01
cont.

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #3

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, while the proposed 
project generally would not reduce noise levels, project-related 
sound increases would vary by location and the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
The project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 

01
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Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and
Section 3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities has 
been shown to be effective in reducing traffic-generated noise.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

01
cont.

Project-related traffic projections are derived from such established 
sources as the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
series forecasts and project-specific technical analyses.  Year 
2030 traffic projections, for example, are outlined in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Facilities, with forecast methodology provided in the related I-5
North Coast Corridor Project Technical Report #5 Traffic Demand 
Forecasting Report (August 2007).  This report notes that initial 
forecast modeling was conducted by Caltrans using the SANDAG 
Regional Travel Demand Model Series 10, Year 2030 and 2015 
forecast, with verification and adjustments based on considerations 
including growth rate forecasts and anomalies, average daily traffic 
(ADT) forecasts and adjustments, and peak hour traffic forecasts.  
Additional description of traffic forecast methodology is provided 
in Section 2.0 of the referenced technical report, and additional 
information on growth forecasts is included in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth.”  Based on the described considerations, the 
noted data sources and analyses are based on accepted industry 
standards and methods and are considered the most appropriate 
and accurate approach for the proposed project.

02

Although there are undoubtedly a number of projects within the 
San Diego region that warrant investment, the improvements 
planned for the I-5 NCC are considered an appropriate expenditure 
of public funds.  The project purpose is described in Section 1.2,
Purpose for the Project, and the regional need for the proposed 
improvements is described in Section 1.3, Need for the Project.
Because travel within the County is such a basic need, and 
because provision of modal choice for County travelers, as well 
as minimization of environmental impacts associated with those 

03
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necessary options, are also major considerations, solutions are 
not easy to identify or implement.  Furthermore, the proposed 
project is the result of extensive planning carried out over a period 
of approximately 20 years.  Please also see Topical Responses 
“Multimodal Systems,” “Mass Transit,” and “Corridor Alternatives” 
for information regarding the types of transportation scenarios 
evaluated and the types of public input received.

03
cont.

04 Potential impacts to biological resources at the six coastal lagoons 
and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated 
under the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  Although 
the EIR/EIS states that the proposed improvement would impact 
lagoons, the document identifies mitigation measures that would 
reduce, avoid, or minimize project impacts to the lagoons including 
habitat preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for information on 
focused studies completed since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
in 2010.  Based on those studies, the lengths of the I-5 crossings at 
Los Peñasquitos, San Dieguito and Agua Hedionda Lagoons were 
determined to be appropriate, while crossings at San Elijo, Batiquitos 
and Buena Vista Lagoons are proposed to be lengthened.  Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” also addresses the importance of 
the Transportation Regional Enhancement Program.  This program 
is being coordinated among the transportation planning agencies, 
with oversight by the California Coastal Commission and wildlife 
resource agencies, and would address transportation-related 
impacts on a regional scale.

The visual changes to the North Coast Corridor are focused and 
linear in nature, and although substantial change is discussed 
for specific locations in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics of the EIR/
EIS, modifications to I-5 are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall visual environment of the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  The I-5 NCC is located in a 
highly urbanized part of northern San Diego County generally 
characterized by its coastal location, ethnic diversity, established 
neighborhoods, commercial centers and activities, and preserves 
associated with coastal lagoons.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects” for additional information.
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Regarding an expansion of the city and population, the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is responsible 
for population tallies and projections for San Diego County.  As 
indicated in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the 2050 
Regional Growth Forecast adopted by SANDAG notes that 
population growth is likely to occur at a slower rate than in the 
past 40 years.  Nevertheless, the most recent forecast anticipates 
a 40 percent increase in the region’s population between 2008 
and 2050, which represents an average of less than 1 percent
growth per year.  Based on regional growth projections and the 
2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) prepared by SANDAG, 
upgrades to all of the modes of transportation are needed to 
accommodate future transportation needs and provide a balanced 
transportation system for people to travel within and through the 
North Coast Corridor.

As discussed in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” the existing 
I-5 corridor currently experiences severe congestion during peak 
hours.  Because improvements to such a major regional highway 
require an extensive planning and review process, they must be 
planned a number of years into the future, rather than simply 
addressing current levels of congestion.  The proposed project 
would increase the capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve both 
existing and reasonably anticipated future congestion.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed 

02

03

             1   that's what I thought this was, you know, where we could  

             2   say, "Well, we're not really for this.  Well, you're not  

             3   for it, why?"   

             4             And then they come back and say, "Well, here's   

             5   what we need to do."

             6             They're talking about an expansion of the city  

             7   and population, we don't know if that's going to happen.   

             8   The economy is not what it used to be, nothing is the way

             9   it used to be.

            10             So if people have been getting along with it

            11   out there -- see, I'm trying to figure out, where is this  

            12   coming from?  People that traveled are calling, "Well, we  

            13   want more lanes," or is this -- I went over the 78 down

            14   the 15 the other day, and I think that is a terrible  

            15   disaster, yeah; traffic is moving but to look at that, to

            16   come into this city and see that concrete, sick, seven  

            17   eight lanes on each side, it's awful.  If I lived there,  

            18   I would move away from there.   

            19             You know, I know people have to do that because  

            20   of work.  I used to have to do that, whether they have  

            21   four lanes or they have six lanes, I just take my time,  

            22   and that's what people have been doing out here on the 5  

            23   for years.  So I was just trying to figure out who's  

            24   coming up with this.  What is the purpose of this, to put

            25   more cars and more lanes, you know, that's all I can see  
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Responses to Anonymous Commenter #4

Thank you for your comment on the format of the public meeting.  
Caltrans has adopted an open-meeting format.  This is believed 
to better serve a wider range of needs than the traditional hearing 
format.  The workshop format provides the ability for attendees 
to interact with Caltrans staff and respond to the information 
presented in an informal and conversational manner.  This is 
generally considered less confrontational and more comfortable 
than a traditional format, where people are required to ask 
questions or provide information into a microphone in front of a 
crowded room.  For additional information, please refer to Topical 
Response “Hearing Format.”

01
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The project’s purpose is described in Section 1.2, Purpose for the 
Project, and the regional need for the proposed improvements is 
described in Section 1.3, Need for the Project.  As stated in the EIR/
EIS, the primary purpose of the I-5 NCC Project is to improve the 
safe and efficient regional movement of people and goods.  Another 
important goal is to provide a facility that is compatible with future 
bus rapid transit and other modal options that would serve to reduce 
the single-occupant vehicles traveling through the corridor.  The 
project area has recurrent traffic congestion affected by population 
growth, increased goods movement, and economic growth in the 
region that are expected to increase the length of time required 
to travel through the corridor.  The existing average southbound 
duration of travel through the project area during peak travel time is 
between 31-44 minutes in the peak a.m. and 27-32 minutes in peak 
p.m.; northbound peak time duration is between 24-25 minutes in 
the peak a.m. and 33-39 minutes in peak p.m..  If no improvements 
are made, the projected year 2030 average southbound peak time
duration would be 53-54 minutes in the peak a.m. and 40-48 minutes 
in the peak p.m.; the northbound peak time duration would be 29-37 
minutes in the peak a.m. and 67-69 minutes in the peak p.m.

Increased travel time adversely affects the movement of goods 
through the corridor.  Increased travel time proportionately 
increases the cost of goods to the consumer due to increased labor 
and fuel costs associated with longer travel times.  Longer travel 
times also adversely affect commuters and businesses where they 
are employed.  Increased and unreliable travel times result in lost 
productivity on the part of employees which, in turn, adversely affects 
the ability of the employers to meet the needs of their clientele.

Along with increased travel times, traffic forecasts also indicate that the 
increased traffic volumes would lengthen the duration of congestion 
within the corridor in both the northbound and southbound directions 
if no improvements are made.  Forecasted duration of congestion in 
the northbound direction would be 3.5 hours in year 2030 in the a.m. 
compared to none currently, and six hours in year 2030 in the p.m. 

04

             1   is more cars and more lanes.  They need to have a meeting  

             2   where there's people who can voice their opinions.  I

             3   don't want this and here's why I don't want it.   

             4             And somebody over here says, "I want it and  

             5   here's why I want it."  And like anything else, I think  

             6   it should come down to a vote, how many want it and how

             7   many don't.   

             8

             9             And my name is Michael Murphy.  I was born and  

            10   raised in California, Southern California.

            11             They built the 210 Freeway behind my mother's  

            12   house when I was growing up.  I know the impact of  

            13   freeways near and dear.  I currently live in Leucadia.

            14   I'm about five blocks from the freeway.  When the wind  

            15   blows off shore, it sounds like the freeway is going

            16   through my house.  I don't see this as progressive  

            17   thought, if we add that many more lanes we're gong to add  

            18   that much more noise, that much more pollution.  It's not  

            19   the way we should be going.  We should be go going with  

            20   mass transit, not pumping more oil into the Gulf to  

            21   support all the vehicles that are going to be traveling

            22   down.  If this freeway is to relieve the stress and for  

            23   the future of the million people that are planned for San  

            24   Diego, the question would be, where is the water coming  

            25   from?  We don't have the water, we're rationing now.   
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improvement relative to viewers along I-5, as well as the less 
than substantial nature of project effects anticipated as the viewer 
leaves the I-5 corridor. 
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compared to five hours currently.  Forecasted duration of congestion 
in the southbound direction would be six hours in year 2030 during 
the peak a.m. peak compared to five hours currently, and seven 
hours in year 2030 peak p.m. compared to five hours currently.

Because travel within the County is such a basic need, and 
because provision of modal choice for County travelers as well 
as minimization of environmental impacts associated with those 
necessary options are also major considerations, solutions are not 
easy to identify or implement.  The proposed project is the result 
of extensive planning carried out over approximately 20 years.  
Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 with regard 
to meeting format.  Please also note that although the primary 
purpose of the hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS was to receive 
comments on the environmental analysis completed for the project, 
opportunities for more generalized input regarding support for, or 
dislike of, potential project alternatives began with overall project 
planning.  Please refer to Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination,
of the EIR/EIS for a summary of the extensive outreach program 
completed for the project.  Please also see Topical Responses 
“Multimodal Systems,” “Mass Transit,” and “Corridor Alternatives” 
for information regarding the types of transportation scenarios 
evaluated and the types of public input received.

The expenditure of funds related to individual highway 
improvements is not subject to a public vote.  However, public 
opinion was critical to voter approval of the TransNet program.  
TransNet funding was approved by two-thirds of San Diego region 
voters and is being obtained through a half cent sales tax increase.  
The funding will be allocated by SANDAG to highways, transit, and 
local roadways, in roughly equal thirds during the approximately 30 
years remaining in the current TransNet program.  This program 
included I-5 freeway improvements.  In addition, Caltrans routinely 
conducts extensive public outreach programs, as has occurred with 
the I-5 NCC Project to solicit public input and allow the highway 
improvements to reflect that input to the extent practicable.  Please 
also refer to topical response “Transportation Funding.”

04
cont.
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Responses to Michael Murphy

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.    

With respect to potential noise concerns, and as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related sound 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The potential 
change in noise levels at your house is anticipated to be less than 
this amount, given that noise levels are reduced by three dBA with 
each doubling of distance from a source.

With respect to potential air and water quality related pollution, 
these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality,
and 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff. Regarding air 
pollution, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on air quality issues.

As described in EIR/EIS 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water 
Runoff, potential project-related water quality impacts are 
evaluated in association with the identified build alternatives and 
the No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS 
appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.

01

02

With regard to oil consumption, as described in EIR/EIS Section3.16,
Energy, the proposed project is anticipated to result in a decrease 
in operational energy consumption by relieving congestion and 
reducing out of direction travel.  

03
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As a transportation agency, Caltrans focuses on existing and 
projected transportation needs.  Nonetheless, it can be said that 
improvements to the highway are not expected to independently 
bring new residents to San Diego; that is a function of job, housing, 
and educational availability, among other things.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” with regard to growth 
projections.  SANDAG works closely with the San Diego County 
Water Authority while preparing growth forecasts, which the Water 
Authority then incorporates into its Urban Water Management 
Plans.

04
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             1   They're expecting less water.  Where is the water?   

             2             The housing is currently unaffordable.  The

             3   wages do not support the housing as it is for a million  

             4   more people, where are the jobs?  They're going overseas.   

             5   We're in a technological age where people can use their

             6   computer to look at each other.  You can use your cell

             7   phone almost to talk, seeing each other.  These jobs can  

             8   be done at home.  We don't need a freeway to get them to  

             9   an office building when the jobs can be done at home.   

            10   Since we manufacture very little, it's not people going  

            11   to work too, but things that are then going -- that are

            12   going to work on a computer, the majority.  There's a  

            13   better way.

            14             I think this needs to be rethought for a number

            15   of reasons I just said.

            16  The other proposal is the double-track, the

            17   railroad.  Another problem we've got, they said.  I live  

            18   in Leucadia.  There's a railroad a block away from me and  

            19   there's a proposal is only to have a crossing zone every

            20   half mile.  My neighbor is 80 years old, she walks.  She  

            21   does no longer drive to get to the store.  There's a  

            22   railroad in the way.  There's no access for her to get to  

            23   the store.  She has to cross the track.  It's easy to do.   

            24   There's only seven trains a day, they only occupy the

            25   tracks approximately one hour a day, so there's 23 hours  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         6 
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See the response to your Comment 04.
The benefits of telecommuting are recognized, and increased 
popularity and feasibility of telecommuting will reduce traffic 
volumes within the North Coast Corridor.  However, expanding 
telecommuting would not be sufficient to relieve the congestion 
expected to occur within the corridor.  Both the 2030 and 2050 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) Regional 
Transportation Plans (RTPs) estimate telecommuting (teleworking) 
is used by only five percent of the workforce.  The 2050 RTP states:

“In our region’s efforts to identify cost-effective strategies 
for reducing peak period congestion and the associated 
greenhouse gas emissions, telework rises to the top.  
However, telework is a solution that currently lacks a 
dedicated program.  To promote it, iCommute proposes 
to launch a regionwide telework program that includes 
incentives and technical assistance to support employers 
with developing telework policies and programs.” 

Support of the iCommute program by the citizenry would help 
improve telecommute percentages, with corresponding reductions 
in congestion.  Until the percentage of individuals participating is 
much higher than five percent, however, ongoing transportation 
upgrades will be needed.

Please refer to Topical Response “Rail Preference” with regard 
to the planned double track projects.  This comment does not 
address I-5, however, and would be better addressed to SANDAG 
and the North County Transit District.

05
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02

01

             1   a day that one can safely cross if they look both ways,

             2   like we did when we were kids, you know.  So we need to  

             3   be thinking of getting people out of the their cars, not

             4   providing more lanes so that encourages you to get in the

             5   car, to pollute to put one person in each vehicle.  It's  

             6   insanity.

             7             Think about Disneyland.  Disneyland 50 years

             8   ago had a monterail running around.  I was just in  

             9   Madrid, they have a metro where people use it.  Here,  

            10   what are we thinking?  Let's build more Chevrolet's to  

            11   drive on the freeway?  Come on, please, you know, think  

            12   for the future.  In the future, with the technologies

            13   that are available, there's another way of doing things.   

            14             Let's not do 1950's, 1960's way or the 19th  

            15   Century way, running more rails and using it and blocking

            16   pedestrian from getting to the ocean.   

            17             Thank you very much for taking my ideas.   

            18

            19  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I am not in favor of

            20   widening the road.  I would like to see more spent on  

            21   maintenance and to see other areas, you know, more  

            22   supportive infrastructure.  But I'm not in favor of  

            23   seeing a widening, particularly in the Encinitas

            24   community, because a lot of problems are already by the  

            25   road.  I'm very concerned, because there's a whole --  
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As noted in the response to your Comment 03, the proposed project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Specific to the 
proposed project, the use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  A number of community enhancement features are 
identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the EIR/
EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/or improve 
amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, connections 
between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public transit centers, 
and park and ride facilities.

Please see Topical Response  “Multimodal System” regarding 
planning for multimodal improvements in the corridor and Topical 
Response  ”Project Lifespan” with regard to future technologies.  While 
the SANDAG 2050 Revenue-constrained Regional Transportation 
Plan does not include a planned monorail or metro system in 
this portion of the County, improvements to other transportation 
modes, are planned.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” with regard to alternatives evaluated for the 
corridor, including monorail.  In addition, as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 1.2, Purpose of the Project, while HOV/Managed Lanes 
were determined to be needed within the current planning horizon, 
one of the key objectives of the project is to provide a facility that is 
compatible with other future modal options.

08

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #5

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

With regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for the upgrade of the State highway 

01
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system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of 
driver need, environmental effects, and project costs on those 
highway facilities.  Maintenance is important to maintaining a 
reliable State highway system but does not increase the ability 
of the highways to handle projected increases in traffic.  It should 
also be noted that improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian and trail systems are being pursued by 
the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North Coast 
Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to the use of public 
highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

01
cont.             1   like a lot of the barrio areas in Encinitas are very  

             2   close by there, and that's a whole community that's going  

             3   to be ruined, you know, because they're just going to  

             4   invade.  And, you know, who always gets the worst end of

             5   the deal.  So I just think that I would like to see

             6   other -- there's plenty of maintenance to do.  I would  

             7   like to see them maintain the roads better and to look at  

             8   other long term plans to progress.  I'm not sure that

             9   these million people are going to be coming to San Diego.   

            10   The transit people have been leaving San Diego because  

            11   the job situation.  But I'm in favor of spending on

            12   transportation, but I would like to see more in terms of  

            13   maintenance, whatever we have.   

            14

            15  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I'm opposed to the widening  

            16   of the I-5. I think all it's going to do is bring --  

            17   it's going to increase pollution in our area.  It's going  

            18   to isolate the communities, because it's going to divide  

            19   the whole community, we are going to lose our magnificent  

            20   visual, you know, landscapes.  We -- I think we need to  

            21   invest our money in four billion dollars into mass  

            22   transit and there has been no alternative, no option to

            23   look, we simply look at this and say, "Let's build a  

            24   wider road."

            25             The other thing is, these displays in no way
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Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the 
build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative 
(LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative has been identified to reduce 
the project extent and related impacts to properties that are adjacent to 
the existing I-5 freeway, and to local neighborhood characteristics.  As 
shown on EIR/EIS Table 3.4.1, the largest of the project alternatives 
would impact two single-family residences in Encinitas.  The Preferred 
Alternative would not impact any Encinitas residences.  As described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.4.3, Environmental Justice, the project is not 
anticipated to result in adverse impacts to areas in the city of Encinitas 
where there may be low income and/or minority populations.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County quality 
of life and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse overall effect in the communities already crossed by this 
highway.  In addition, please note that Caltrans has worked with the City 
of Encinitas to develop a number of potential enhancement projects, 
including: (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 
at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connection to Manchester Avenue; 
(2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa 
Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; 
(4) Hall Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) Trail 
Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union Street 
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Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union Street trail 
connection with Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 North Coast (NC) 
Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas.

As discussed in response to your Comment 01, road maintenance does 
not achieve the goal of increasing the ability of I-5 to accommodate 
projected growth.  See Topical Response “Projected Growth” for more 
information on the anticipated increases in traffic within the corridor. 

02
cont.

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #6

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

With respect to potential air and water quality related pollution, 
these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air Quality,
and 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff. Regarding air 
pollution, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on air quality issues.

As described in EIR/EIS 3.10, potential project-related water 
quality impacts are evaluated in association with the identified 
build alternatives and the No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also
identifies appropriate best management practices (BMPs) to 
address potential project-related water quality concerns, based on 
approved Caltrans standards, manuals, and guidelines, including 
the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among 
other criteria, the SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to 
the following project elements and phases: maintenance, design 
pollution prevention, construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-
approved preliminary project-specific BMPs are identified in the 
EIR/EIS, along with the nature and location of existing “treatment” 
BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans 
BMP Retrofit Pilot Program (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).

02
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Potential for the project to result in isolation and division of communities 
is addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.4.1, Community Character and 
Cohesion.  I-5 is already a facility with restricted crossings and much of 
the North Coast Corridor has developed with I-5 in place and providing 
the major access point to adjacent uses.  As a result, associated 
substantial community character impacts are not anticipated.

As discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, 
the project would result in some loss of views to scenic resources 
and modifications to current views of the highway right-of-way.  In 
many instances, however, project soundwalls or retaining walls 
would be located only on one side of I-5.  In addition, this is a linear 
facility, and views shift as the viewer moves along the highway.  
Views along the project corridor would continue to be a mix of open 
vistas, including views of the ocean and lagoons, and views that 
are blocked by development or changed due to implementation of 
project landscaping.  Overall, these views would be similar to the 
existing view conditions.  For more information regarding potentially 
substantial local visual effects of the proposed improvement, 
please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

03

The EIR/EIS analysis also notes that BMPs would be evaluated 
and implemented to address impacts during the planning and 
design, construction, and operational phases.  Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

02
cont.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for information 
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on issues related to use of public highway funding for alternative 
transportation modes.

In regard to project planning and consideration of alternatives, the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) is the adopted long-range transportation 
blueprint for the San Diego regional transportation system for the 
next 40 years.  The focus of the 2050 RTP is to provide more modal 
choices for the movement of people and goods.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information on 
how long-term planning efforts were utilized to determine the need 
for and scale of the currently proposed project.

Further, as discussed in Chapter 2 of the EIR/EIS, a number of 
alternatives were also evaluated in regard to how the I-5 widening 
identified in the 2050 RTP could occur.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” for a summary of alternatives 
evaluated for the I-5 corridor.  Following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS 
and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/
EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to 
be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.   

04
cont.

It is Caltrans’ intent to provide the most accurate and current 
information available at public meetings, including that presented 
on the display boards.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Hearing Format,” as well as Chapter 5, Comments and 
Coordination, of the EIR/EIS.  These sources describe the displays 
provided at the public meetings, including the preliminary project 
design, potential environmental impacts to real property, biological 
and visual resources in the corridor, and noise conditions, as well 
as the availability of staff to answer specific questions and help in 
understanding the information being displayed.

With regard to potential project-related impacts to homes, it is 
Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that 
abut an existing highway system through efforts such as adoption 

05

             1   reflect the impact which is going to take place in these  

             2   communities.  If you look at EIR and you look at the

             3   pictures in there and you see the homes which are going  

             4   to have to come down and you see the sound walls that are

             5   going to be put up, we are effectively going to be living

             6   or driving in a tunnel from Oceanside all the way down to  

             7   the Golden Triangle, because we got sound walls which go

             8   up as much as 40 feet in order to protect the outside  

             9   community from the noise that's going to be generated by

            10   all the traffic that's going to result by widening this  

            11   road.  I think it's appalling, people did not come to the  

            12   San Diego communities to end up living in Los Angeles in  

            13   Orange County, to destroy these vistas, all these natural

            14   resources, and to completely change the whole character  

            15   of our community.  It's appalling.   

            16             I do think that you're doing a disservice to  

            17   the public, by not showing some of the impact this is  

            18   actually going to have.  You're showing graphs and  

            19   charts, you're not showing at a personal level what this

            20   is going to really do to our communities.  This is going  

            21   to destroy the property value.

            22 I think it's important to underscore the fact

            23   that the widening of the 5 is not only going to change,

            24   you know, the character of our communities, but it is  

            25   going to devastate the property values of our, you know,
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of the previously noted Preferred Alternative.  As described in 
Section 3.4, Community Impacts, of the EIR/EIS, the proposed 
project has been designed to minimize impacts, where possible, by 
taking the reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives.  An ultimate conclusion regarding 
property acquisitions will be based on the alternative selection 
of the decision makers and final project design.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Property Acquisition” for additional information.

With respect to your concern regarding potential project-related 
visual impacts due to soundwalls, as discussed in Section 3.15.4 of
the EIR/EIS, soundwall heights would range from 8 to 16 feet.  The 
40-foot walls you referred to in your comment are assumed to be 
the proposed retaining walls, which would be utilized to minimize 
property acquisition and biological impacts, to stabilize slopes, and 
to accommodate engineering structures.  As discussed in Section
3.7, these walls could range up to 46 feet and visual impacts are 
noted to be potentially substantial.  In an effort to minimize impacts, 
Section 3.7 of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of measures to 
address associated potential visual concerns.  Specifically, as 
depicted on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.125 through 3-7.134, this 
may include efforts such as the use of landscaping; planting buffers 
and pockets; and architectural features such as pilasters and caps, 
enhanced surface materials, and integral colors that would provide 
relief from monolithic appearance and reduce the apparent scale 
of the retaining wall.  For more information regarding potentially 
substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement, please 
refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”

The changes to the I-5 right-of-way are focused and linear in 
nature, and although substantial change is discussed for specific 
locations in Section 3.7, of the EIR/EIS, modifications to I-5 are 
not expected to change the entire character of the communities 
already crossed by this highway.  

Based solely on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 

05
cont.             1   of each of the homes that are within our community, which  

             2   is of course, is going to erode the property values.

             3   It's going to change the tax pace and it's going to  

             4   affect the monies which are available to go into the, you

             5   know, general coffers the general improvement for our  

             6   community as well.   

             7

             8             My name is Elinor Thampes.   

             9             And I am not in favor of this project

            10   at this time.  I would like to see alternative solutions  

            11   put on the table for mass transit, bike lanes, walking  

            12   paths and electric golf cart travel, prior to simply  

            13   accommodating yet more cars.   

            14 The solution needs to be to get people off the

            15   road, not put more people on the road.  If once we've

            16   done that, we have no success, then it's time to expand  

            17   the freeway.

            18

            19             My name is Joan Mumford.  Our property is at  

            20   1944 Playa Riviera Drive in Cardiff.  We are south of the  

            21   Birmingham exit of I-5 northbound.  I am probably the  

            22   biggest proponent of this project that you are going to

            23   meet tonight, for a very odd reason.   

            24             At the moment in time about 10 years ago when  

            25   this project was first announced, it placed an immediate  
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information regarding factors affecting residential property value 
based on potential transportation project effects.  Because local 
property values are not anticipated to be substantially affected, 
project implementation would also not be expected to result in 
substantial adverse effects to associated property tax revenues. 

Response to Elinor Thampes

Regarding alternative transportation, please note that I-5 NCC 
Project improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 to allow the region to work toward 
complex solutions that take extended time to implement.  The project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort but 
is responsible for implementing only the highway improvement 
portion of the plan.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, 
for example, provides additional highway capacity by increasing 
the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the 
environment and surrounding communities.  These types of lanes 
are intended to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more 
reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during 
peak periods.  A number of community enhancement features are 
identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the 
EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public 
transit centers, and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass 
Transit” for additional discussion regarding mass transit options.  
All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvement for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency based on regional traffic 
projections; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies (refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth”).  Accordingly, these measures are not a 
substitute for freeway widening in and of themselves.
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             1   incumbrance upon our property.  We were unable to sell  

             2   it, because we knew that we are going to be impacted by  

             3   this upcoming project.         

             4             For 10 years we have communicated with

             5   Caltrans.  We've offered numerous times for them to buy  

             6   our property and get us out of limbo and they have  

             7   refused to do so.  Tonight I came with one question.  I  

             8   presented the question to Arturo Jocobo, the project

             9   manager, he couldn't answer it.  I presented it over at  

            10   the noise abatement table, they couldn't or wouldn't  

            11   answer it.

            12             And my question is this:  We are the most  

            13   severely impacted property for noise.  The EIR has  

            14   designated our area as there needs to be a sound wall

            15   reasonableness, it is not reasonable; preliminary  

            16   abatement decision is recommended.  The two messages are

            17   a total contradiction to one another, nobody will tell me  

            18   what that means, if anything.   

            19             The additional thing that I have to say, no one  

            20   yet has even addressed the issue of vibration, which

            21   literally unscrews the light bulbs in the lamps in our  

            22   house.  I've also suffered a hearing loss.  We have to  

            23   sleep in a closed room for air conditioning, because the  

            24   sounds which was measured by Caltrans 10 years ago was  

            25   already well above the Federal standard.  We need some  
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02

Response to Joan Mumford 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Regarding the potential use of eminent domain with respect to the 
identified property at 1944 Playa Riviera Drive, as described in 
Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, of the 
Final EIR/EIS, no residential or business properties in the City of 
Encinitas would be affected by the 8+4 Buffer alternative (refer to 
Table 3.4.5).  State and federal constitutions and the federal Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act 
(as amended) authorize the purchase of private property for public 
use and assure full protection of the rights of each citizen.  While 
it is not currently anticipated that the referenced property would 
be directly impacted or require acquisition under the Preferred 
Alternative, if that situation is subsequently changed, an appraisal 
would be performed to determine the fair market value and an 
offer of just compensation would be made.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Property Acquisition” for additional information.  
Caltrans is not able to independently verify and therefore respond 
to your allegation that an encumbrance has been placed on your 
property as a result of this project given the lack of information you 
provided at the hearing. 

With respect to your potential noise concerns in the area east of 
I-5 and south of Birmingham Drive in Cardiff, these issues are 
addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  Specifically, the subject 
property (1944 Playa Riviera Drive) is identified as noise receptor 
R8.23, and is shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 29,
and in Table 3.15.17.  As noted therein, R8.23, along with other 
applicable noise receptors, is associated with proposed soundwall 
S644.  As indicated in this comment, the analysis of S644 concluded 
that this soundwall would be “feasible” but not “reasonable” under 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines 
because the estimated construction cost exceeds the “reasonable” 
cost allowance (refer to EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.17 and 3.15.18).
Because the existing and projected future (with the project and 
no soundwall) noise levels at R8.23 exceed 75 decibels (dBA), 
however (i.e., both are 79 dBA, refer to Table 3.15.17), this site is 
considered “severely impacted” under the noted guidelines and 
noise abatement must be considered.  Therefore, even though 

02

01
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S644 was determined not to be “reasonable,” it is preliminarily 
recommended for construction to address the “severely impacted” 
noise receptors (refer to Table 3.15.18).  It should also be noted, 
however, that because of poor local soil quality, construction 
of S644 may not be possible.  Based on these constraints, the 
recommendation would be to extend the yards of the “severely 
impacted” residences and construct S644 on the new pads (refer 
to EIR/EIS Section 3.15.4 and Table 3.15.18).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Please note that the purpose of the current environmental review 
is to evaluate the level to which future conditions would vary from 
existing conditions.  Given the incremental amount of change 
proposed to this major transportation facility, substantial increased 
vibration impacts are not anticipated.  As stated in Appendix G 
of the EIR/EIS, potential impacts due to vibration caused by the 
project were assessed as less than significant.  

02
cont.
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             1   relief.  We've suffered enough.   

             2             Thank you.

             3

             4             My comment is, if the goal is to get cars off

             5   the road and to reduce our carbon footprints, why are we

             6   even considering a 10 plus 4 situation period.  And why

             7   are we even considering anything like that when the goal  

             8   is to get cars off the road 10 plus 4.  You're just  

             9   inviting even more to come.   

            10             That's No. 1.   

            11 No. 2:  When we're impacting communities like  

            12   this, I have just looked at where the proposed sound wall

            13   is, they have a proposed sound wall at Leucadia Boulevard  

            14   south, next where there is a fire station, yet further

            15   north where there are 100 homes there is no proposed  

            16   sound wall, even though that's where they're proposing  

            17   and worst case scenario, to take land.

            18             My other question that I don't like is, we were  

            19   out here in the City of Encinitas, you do not have maps  

            20   showing the different routes, Proposed Route 1, 2, 3 or 4

            21   that people can take with them or look at.  I can  

            22   understand you not having the maps for the other  

            23   communities, but you're in Encinitas.  We are concerned  

            24   about what most what happens in our own community, those

            25   maps should have been here.  Not "Oh, well, you can call  
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03

Responses to Kathleen Lindemann

Thank you for your comments expressing concerns on the 10+4 
alternative.  It should be noted that following the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified 
in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.    

It also should be noted that greenhouse gas emissions (CO2)
would be reduced by hundreds of tons per day with the project, 
as detailed in EIR/EIS Chapter 4, California Environmental Quality 
Act Evaluation.

Regarding potential noise concerns in the area west of I-5 and north 
and south of Leucadia Boulevard, these issues are addressed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  Specifically, the soundwall identified 
in this comment south of Leucadia Boulevard (S689), while 
located partially adjacent to a fire station as noted, would provide 
“feasible” noise abatement under applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines for 26 single-family 
homes represented by noise receptors R11.5A, R11.6, R11.7, 

02

01
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R11.9, R11.11 through R11.14, R11.16 through R11.18, and R11.20 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.15.23 and Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 35 
through 37).  While S689 was determined not to be “reasonable” 
under the noted FHWA and Caltrans guidelines due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” cost allowance 
(refer to Table 3.15.24), individual abatement is recommended 
for “severely impacted” noise receptors.  Soundwall S689 would 
be preliminarily recommended in its entirety if agreements could 
not be reached with property owners on individual abatement.  An 
additional soundwall (S709) was identified in the area noted in 
this comment west of I-5 and north of Leucadia Boulevard, and 
would provide “feasible” noise abatement for 14 single-family and 
11 multi-family residences represented by noise receptors R12.5, 
R12.12, R12.14, R12.14A, R12.16, R12.16A, R12.17, R12.19, 
R12.22, R12.24, and R12.26A (refer to Table 3.15.25).  S709 was 
determined not to be “reasonable,” however, due to the estimated 
construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” cost allowance (refer 
to Table 3.15.26).  Accordingly, noise abatement in this area would 
be limited to individual abatement provided at “severely impacted” 
noise receptors R12.4, R12.5, R12.6, R12.7, R12.12, R12.14, 
R12.16, R12.19, and R12.21 (refer to Table 3.15.25).

02
cont.

The route for I-5 would not vary between the various alternatives.  
The 10+4 Buffer alternative was illustrated on project graphics 
because it represents an average of the potential impact under 
the build alternatives; the 8+4 alternatives would result in reduced 
levels of impact. 

03

             1   this and you can go there, or you can email here."   

             2 We came here for that reason.  And I'm almost

             3   feeling that my time has been wasted.   

             4             And my name is Kathleen Lindemann.  My address  

             5   is 518 South Bridge Road, 92024.

             6             Thank you. 

             7

             8             My name is Sally Moreno.  

             9             My feedback on this presentation, is that it's  

            10   overwhelming and there are insufficient staff available  

            11   to handhold people through the process.  We received a  

            12   guide, a map, but it's so overcrowded and so understaffed  

            13   that things are not clear.  And so, I'm making my own  

            14   interpretation, which is always dangerous.

            15             I saw the proposed expenditure and feel that if

            16   we are really looking at that kind of money, and we are

            17   participating in an explosion of population, then maybe  

            18   we should be considering alternative ways of

            19   transportation and not impinging on people's homes,  

            20   rather than creating a more efficient and effective  

            21   public transportation system that includes high speed  

            22   throughout the day, rail between the north and the south

            23   part of the County, and improve corridors, public  

            24   transportation corridors with such personnel staffing and

            25   especially during peak hours, but principally during all
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01

02

Responses to Sally Moreno
Thank you for your comments regarding public meetings.  Caltrans 
has adopted an open meeting format to provide better opportunities 
for attendees to interact with Caltrans staff, and respond to the 
information presented in an informal and conversational manner.  
It can, however, be difficult to predict the number of staff necessary 
to provide such interaction.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Hearing Format.”

01

02 With regard to your preference to put project monies toward 
alternative transportation, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for the 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
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including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvements in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Each 
of the transportation options receives funding.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding alternative 
transportation options.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

With regard to residential properties being acquired as part of the 
project, it is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to 
properties that abut an existing highway system.  However, where 
such impacts cannot be avoided, affected properties would be 
subject to an appraisal to determine the fair market value, and a 
corresponding offer of just compensation would be made.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” regarding specifics 
of property acquisition.  Caltrans is not able to independently verify 
and therefore respond to your allegation that an encumbrance has 
been placed on your property as a result of this project given the 
lack of information you provided at the hearing. 

02
cont.
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             1   hours.

             2             Thank you.

             3

             4             My first name is Bill, last is Swinnea.  And my  

             5   address is 1944 Playa Rivera.  And that's in Cardiff.   

             6   And the zip is 92007.

             7             And I just wanted to make sure that they knew  

             8   that I was here, and I was with Joan.  We talked to

             9   Arturo Jocobo.

            10             And let's see, basically, we have been waiting  

            11   a long time for them to make some kind of a decision on  

            12   this and it just keeps dragging on and on and on, and

            13   even now, they will tell you that they really don't know  

            14   what they're going to do.  They have this big meeting  

            15   here, but they still don't have definitive answers and  

            16   I'm only assuming that on October 7th, they still won't  

            17   have definitive answers, will linger on another six  

            18   months, and this has been going on for over 10 years.

            19 So part of my complaint was that you really

            20   can't sell your property with all of this hanging over

            21   it.  It becomes a major incumbrance, so you're just like  

            22   you're trapped there.   

            23             So that's my complaint.  But I am here, and I  

            24   have been following this.  And I probably have the

            25   noisiest house, all quarters like 79 DV.  And it
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Responses to Bill Swinnea

Thank you for your comments regarding the length of time required 
to determine the appropriate ways to improve traffic flow within the 
I-5 North Coast Corridor.  Your comments are noted and are part 
of the public record.  It is true that the requirements to identify 
alternative scenarios, design those scenarios, and evaluate impacts 
associated with them, as well as provide for public input through 
the process and in response to the environmental evaluation, is 
very time consuming.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  With the release of this 
Final EIR/EIS, the end of the project is in sight.  The project should 
be reviewed for approval or denial prior to the end of 2013. 

01

As noted in the response to your Comment 01, the Preferred 
Alternative that has now been identified is the refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative.  Identification of this alternative has supported refined 
design regarding the need for additional right-of-way, as shown in 
the Final EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Property 
Valuation” for further information.

02

With respect to your potential noise concerns in the area east of 
I-5 and south of Birmingham Drive in the City of Cardiff, these 
issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  Specifically, 
the subject property (1944 Playa Riviera Drive) is identified as 
noise receptor R8.23, and is shown on EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheet 29, and in Table 3.15.17.  As noted therein, R8.23, along 
with other applicable noise receptors, is associated with proposed 
soundwall S644.  Construction of soundwall S644/646 is “feasible” 
but not “reasonable” due to the estimated construction cost being 

03
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higher than the associated total cost allowance under Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  There 
are, however, a number of “severely impacted” noise receptors 
(R8.23, R8.24, R8.25, and R8.26) that need to be abated under 
those guidelines.  Because of the poor soil quality in the area of 
the proposed soundwall, the construction of a soundwall may not 
be possible.  It is recommended that the yards of the benefited 
units be extended, and that the noted soundwalls be located on 
the new pads.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

During the construction period, sensitive noise receptors close to 
I-5 may be exposed to high noise levels and vibration.  Effective 
noise control during the construction of a project means minimizing 
noise disturbances to the surrounding community.  A combination 
of attenuation techniques with equipment noise control and 
administrative measures would be selected to provide the most 
effective means to minimize the effects of construction activity 
noise and vibration.  All equipment items will have manufacturers’ 
recommended noise abatement measures, such as mufflers, engine 
enclosures, and engine vibration isolators, intact and operational.

Regarding your concern about reflection, features to avoid noise 
reflections should be considered as part of the noise abatement 
design if:

1) The ratio of the spacing between parallel barriers or 
retaining walls and the average height of the barriers or 
walls is 15:1 or less, or

2) Receivers on one side of the highway have a direct line of 
sight to a barrier or retaining wall on the opposite side of the 
highway.

Neither of these conditions, however, exist in I-5 in the area of 
the subject property.  In addition, the proposed construction of 
Soundwall S644 would block the direct noise, as well as any 
potential noise that is being reflected by the safety barrier.  

03
cont.
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             1   originally wasn't that loud until they put the concrete  

             2   median in which reflected a lot of the noise back towards  

             3   the property and when I asked them about that concept,  

             4   they said that when it entails safety, they don't have to  

             5   do a noise study, so they have quite a track record on

             6   this whole noise issue and like Joan, I'm sure told you,  

             7   vibration too which should be part of noise also, because  

             8   noise is in essence vibration.

             9             And the other thing that goes along.  When I  

            10   originally bought the property, we didn't have traffic,  

            11   and the speed limit then was 55, so we have raised it,  

            12   now everybody is going a lot faster and you create a lot

            13   more noise. So noise is just constantly going up, up,

            14   up, plus we have more traffic flow.   

            15             Okay.  Thank you very much. 

            16

            17 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I'm not impacted by it, my  

            18   property; no.  But my community is, and for the future of  

            19   my community, I rather see less concrete than more.  So  

            20   if they're taking -- and I heard one gentleman, not  

            21   previously one, but another man say that they're going --  

            22   they already have taken some of his backyard.  I just

            23   wish that we could grow smarter, not like closet space,  

            24   is a good analogy.  It's more closet space you have if  

            25   more stuff you're going to put in it, just like cars on
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As indicated in Section 3.15, Noise, of the EIR/EIS, noise levels 
will continue to increase as traffic volume increases.  As discussed 
in Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 
67 decibels (dBA or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners.  Please also 
refer to the response to your Comment 03 above for information 
regarding specific noise abatement at the subject property.

04

01

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #7

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

Please note that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented 
in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been 
determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has 
been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
Substantial adverse effects to the communities already crossed by 
I-5 are not anticipated.  For more information regarding potential 
effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County quality of life 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect to local communities, please refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects.”  
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             1   the freeway.

             2             My family built the -- did the construction of  

             3   the lowering of the railroad tracks in Solana Beach.  So

             4   it's quite possible, that they would be part of the

             5   construction end of things.  That doesn't benefit me any  

             6   yet, but I don't think I'm in favor of this.  I've heard  

             7   both sides and I've heard some good ideas coming from  

             8   more carpooling, and I don't know what the SANDAG lady

             9   tells me.  I'm not convinced that this is a smart way to  

            10   grow.  It's going to look more like Los Angeles  

            11   regardless of -- Pendleton is above it, but it's still  

            12   going to make us grow not in a good way.  I just don't  

            13   see it.  I'm all in favor of carpools, mass transit and  

            14   yet, I guess I'm not convinced and I don't hear anybody  

            15   telling me where the hell the money is going to come  

            16   from.  

            17             And I tell you what, it has nothing to do with

            18   this except, I look around the room and see the people  

            19   with plastic water bottles.  I'm on the board of  

            20   Algaliga.  It's a marine-based research foundation from  

            21   Long Beach.  And we are totally antiplastic, because it  

            22   is ruining the ocean.  It's a different story, same story  

            23   but growth and how you're going to manage it, our habits,  

            24   how we drive, how we move around, how we drink water, how

            25   we consume the same thing.   
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cont.

With respect to your concern regarding growing smarter, a 
comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) and Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS).  The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more 
compact, higher density, and walkable development located near 
transit.  Changes in land use patterns and smart growth can, 
however, take extended time to implement.  The proposed project 
is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 
corridor through 2050 as part of a multimodal system and would 
allow the time necessary for the region to work toward complex 
solutions, such as smart growth.  As described in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth,” the project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to 
result in a substantial number of additional trips.

Regarding your suggestions that carpooling and public 
transportation be considered, it is important to note that the I-5
NCC Project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for corridor.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The 
proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements to public 
transportation.

02

01
cont.
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As discussed in Topical Response “Projected Growth,” 
improvements to the highway are not expected to independently 
bring new residents to San Diego; that is a function of job, housing 
and educational availability, among other things.  

With regard to project funding, federal, State, and local funding 
sources for the I-5 NCC Project have been identified, and monies 
are being tracked.  Please reference tracking of TransNet monies 
(transportation funding provided by a half-cent regional sales tax 
approved by the voters) and the TransNet Independent Taxpayer 
Oversight Committee, which was formed to provide a higher level 
of accountability for expenditure of funds, at http://www.sandag.
org/index.asp?committeeid=75&fuseaction=committees.detail.
More information about the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) is available at its home page at http://www.sandag.org.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 01 and 02 
regarding the proposed project’s relationship to regional growth 
and methods of transportation.

02
cont.
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             1 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  Well, I have lived in the

             2   immediate adjoining freeway, and I have lived there since

             3   before the freeway.  I had quite an interesting time

             4   finding out about the freeway when we first moved there.   

             5   We had this going to go to El Camino Real, but then it  

             6   moved a lot closer to the coast, because of people that

             7   wanted to be closer.

             8             Anyway, at that time, I was very upset because  

             9   I had -- I'm originally from England and I had to go back  

            10   for illness in the family.  When I came back, I found  

            11   that part of my fence on Requeza was never all a big

            12   street, it was also a lane.  And when we came back, I  

            13   found out that my fence had been removed on that little  

            14   lane and that you had taken it and it was going to be  

            15   part of a bridge which is going to be part of a widened

            16   road, which was going to go over a canyon, which at that

            17   time, was like a natural canyon, and so I was rather  

            18   shocked by that situation.  Because it turned out that  

            19   our previous owner, she had actually been paid for this  

            20   piece of property by the freeway people and received the

            21   money, so they had got to go ahead and have part of my  

            22   land, so there was the fence down, prior to widening

            23   Requeza.  And so that was my first little dealing with  

            24   you.

            25             And then I used to get quite a lot of
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Responses to Anonymous Commenter #8

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize direct 
impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system during 
improvements to that highway, to the extent practicable; however, 
avoidance is not always possible when an existing facility is 
being improved.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition” for more information on Caltrans’ property acquisition 
policy in relation to the proposed project, as well as Appendix 
C:  Relocation Assistance Information, located at the back of the 
EIR/EIS.  Caltrans is not able to independently verify and therefore 
respond to your comment about the removal of a fence on your 
property given the lack of information you provided at the hearing. 
Additionally, because you did not provide your address at the 
hearing, Caltrans is unable to ascertain whether or not any part 
of your property is anticipated to be acquired pursuant to eminent 
domain.

01
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             1   conversation with quite a lot of people who were going to

             2   be building the freeway.  And anyhow, I have now found

             3   out you're going to be turning this present freeway which

             4   is very, very noisy, you are going to be turning it into

             5   a moving parking lot for 40 lanes.  It's a moving parking  

             6   lot as far as I concerned and I'm thinking of noise level

             7   increase.  And I'm wondering how that piece of land that

             8   you're thinking of taking to create all these freeways,  

             9   is going to affect my property and the property nearby.

            10   And on the other side of the road too, because that's  

            11   like a little park, actually.

            12             So it's a worrisome situation, because if you  

            13   want my candid opinion, I don't believe creating a moving  

            14   parking lot is going to solve the traffic situation.  I

            15   mean, in Europe they have motor ways that go east, west,  

            16   north, south.  I mean, even in Germany the Audubon, they  

            17   can't keep on buying land because there's not enough land  

            18   for them to buy.   

            19 So I am really -- all these radical changes,

            20   you know, that are bound to take place when then they

            21   start shopping about near and about there, and a bit

            22   there; for heavens sake.

            23             Anyway that's my basic comments.  I don't feel  

            24   this is the answer.

            25

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        18 
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With respect to potential noise concerns, and as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, project-related sound increases 
would vary by location and the majority of increases within the 
I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no build 
conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  The project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement 
measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol
(and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have 
been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have 
been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been demonstrated to 
be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Please note that none of the build alternatives evaluated in the 
EIR/EIS propose a 40-lane freeway.  The largest of the evaluated 
build alternatives would include 10 general purpose lanes plus 
four HOV/Managed Lanes, along with auxiliary lanes in select 
locations.

Regarding your concerns about expanding the freeway and 
property values, substantial adverse impacts to property values are 
not anticipated from project implementation.  Please refer to the 
Topical Response “Property Valuation” for information regarding 
factors affecting residential property value. 
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With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050.  Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for 
additional information regarding accommodation of anticipated 
regional traffic.

03



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-34

             1             My name is Amy Bennett.  And my email is  

             2   amybennett@cox.net.

             3             And I've already submitted my main comments.   

             4   But my additional comment is, that I tried to submit  

             5   multiple times on the web site this weekend and they  

             6   always jumped back at me, so the web link is not working.   

             7 And my concern is, that you're missing critical  

             8   comments.  I let someone know this, but how do we know  

             9   how many people tried and couldn't get through and the  

            10   link didn't work?   

            11             That's all I have to say.  My suggestion would  

            12   be on the link, to be sure that people get an automatic  

            13   reply and that they know that they should get an

            14   automatic reply, so that when they send in their comments

            15   right, you know, right on the link that it should say,

            16   "If you do not get a reply, that's been received," then  

            17   something is up because it did bounce back.  But a lot of  

            18   people might not notice that on their computer that it  

            19   came back returned, so they get back incomplete  

            20   responses.

            21             That's it, thank you.   

            22

            23             So I'm here on behalf of my daughter, my name  

            24   is Roger Boyd.  And her name is Kerrie Boyd, and she  

            25   lives at 802 Devonshire.  And so her property faces the

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        19 
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Response to Amy Bennett 

Thank you for your comment and bringing this issue to staff 
attention.  Unfortunately, Caltrans was unable to independently 
verify whether there were problems with the website on the 
weekend you referenced at the hearing; however, Caltrans received 
thousands of comments via email and through the website and did 
not receive complaints about transmission. In addition, there were 
a number of venues available for the public to provide comments 
to Caltrans, including direct mail.

Responses to Roger Boyd

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

Regarding potential impacts to your daughter’s property on 
Devonshire Drive – as illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 32 and 33, while Devonshire Drive would be modified 
under the 10+4 Buffer alternative, the homes to its west would 
not be impacted.  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This 
alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the 
smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The 
refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 

01
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01
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             1   west side of the freeway now, and I'm here to help her

             2   understand how the proposed freeway expansion is going to

             3   impact her property.  So that's what I say here on this  

             4   note.

             5             And so, what she will need is specific response

             6   by Caltrans to her property for all of the expansion

             7   alternatives, so that she doesn't make any kind of  

             8   movements here.  I will be throwing out unnecessary and  

             9   so forth, noise, knowing that the expansion fits through

            10   whatever the level may be.  It's going to impact her  

            11   property.  So I am worried about that, specifically.   

            12  And then in general, we're opposed to the  

            13   freeway expansion relative to a regional transportation

            14   solution that needs to be done and will be done in time  

            15   is public transportation.  It will be utilized.  My  

            16   children would go in and tear down the freeways that have  

            17   been built, because they're smarter than the current  

            18   generation.  And if this project takes 40 years, in that

            19   same 40-year time frame, adequate public transportation  

            20   can be provided.  It may not be the per-view of Caltrans  

            21   to do this, but the State Transportation Organization  

            22   that evolves from Caltrans will have that responsibility.   

            23             So let's get started today for you.   

            24

            25             My name is David Goldman.  My address is 404  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        20 
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EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please note that Section
3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, of the EIR/EIS 
states that no residential or business properties in the City of 
Encinitas would be affected by the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.4.5).  Therefore, no direct impact to 
the noted residence is anticipated.

Regarding noise in the noted location, based on the analysis in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, and the assessment of “reasonable 
and feasible” criteria for noise-abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, a soundwall (S671) 
was evaluated in this area south of Requeza Street and west of 
I-5 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 33).  Construction 
of Soundwall S671 would be “feasible” but not “reasonable” due 
to the estimated construction cost exceeding the associated total 
cost allowance.  Soundwall S671 is preliminarily recommended 
for construction, however, to provide abatement for “severely 
impacted” noise receptors, R10.3A and R10.4.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

In regard to your comments about the creation of a regional 
transportation system, the San Diego Association of Government’s 
(SANDAG) 2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) is the adopted 
long-range blueprint for the San Diego regional transportation 
system for the next 40 years.  The focus of the 2050 RTP is to 
provide more modal choices for the movement of people and goods.  
These improvements are intended to accommodate projected 
traffic increases through 2050 and modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system 
to work at peak efficiency, and allow the region to work toward 
complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns that take 
extended time to implement; improvements to many of these 
facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  Please 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Projected 
Growth,” and “Project Lifespan” for additional information on how 
long-term planning efforts were utilized to determine the need for 
and scale of the currently proposed project.
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Response to David Goldman

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding potential noise concerns in the area west of I-5 and south 
of La Costa Avenue in the City of Encinitas (404 Andrew Avenue).  As 
described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address 
existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines (refer to 
Section 3.15.1).  Accordingly, potential noise issues were evaluated 
at four noise receptors in the vicinity of the subject property, including 
R12.27 (1923 Leucadia Scenic Court), R12.28 (1940 Leucadia Scenic 
Court),  R12.29 (579 La Costa Avenue), and R12.30 (561 La Costa 
Avenue, refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.25 and Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 40).
From the associated noise analysis, it was determined that noise 
abatement at R12.27, R12.28, and R12.30 would not be “feasible” 
under FHWA and Caltrans criteria (i.e., evaluated soundwalls at 8 
to 16 feet in height would not result in a five dBA or greater noise 
reduction, refer to Table 3.15.25).  For noise receptor R12.29, while 
a “feasible” noise reduction would be achieved with an eight-foot 
high soundwall, the associated structure (S719) was determined not 
to be “reasonable” as the estimated construction cost exceeds the 
“reasonable” cost allowance.  Accordingly, S719 is not recommended 
for construction (refer to Table 3.15.26).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on 
noise and soundwall analysis.

0101
cont.
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             1   Andrew Avenue, Encinitas, 92024.

             2             My concern is about noise after the project is

             3   over.  At my location, I get too much freeway noise and  

             4   would like to know about mitigation.   

             5             That's it.   

             6

             7 I live in Carlsbad.  My name is Larry May, and  

             8   I'm not interested in promoting individual expansion of

             9   traffic lanes.  I'm interesting in mass transit and the  

            10   most cost-efficient, effective way of moving lots of

            11   people over a great distance, and that's not using --  

            12   that's not with more cars.     

            13             Okay.  So I'm against adding expansion of  

            14   freeway lanes.  I'm against the L.A. edification of San  

            15   Diego.

            16             What else do I need to do to give you more  

            17   information?   

            18             Thank you, that's it. 

            19

            20             My name is Paul Ecke.  I live in Encinitas.  I  

            21   like the idea.  I think it's great that we're going to  

            22   build for the future.  And so, I actually like the

            23   maximum plan, whether that's 8 plus 4, whatever it is, I  

            24   like it.  So I'm totally in support of it.  And I  

            25   think everybody likes it.  What's the big deal?   

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        21 

Responses to Larry May

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Regarding 
mass transit, please note that the project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to 
require improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 

01



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-37

01
cont.

02

03

             1             I think that the improvements they've made up  

             2   in Anaheim around Disneyland has been great.  I mean, the  

             3   traffic there were never widened, the freeway, and  

             4   they've modernized the off-ramps.  It has made traffic  

             5   flow so much better.  When you get up into L.A., where  

             6   they haven't modernized the freeway, then it's a  

             7   disaster.

             8             And so, I'm all for modernizing the freeway  

             9   system.  And this looks like a good project to me.   

            10             There are some things here when we're talking  

            11   about the 101 Highway, 101 corridor with the train

            12   tracks, I really -- I'm really in favor of doing a grade  

            13   separation at Leucadia Boulevard.  And there actually is  

            14   a line item over on that chart over there that has grade  

            15   separation, Leucadia Boulevard.  I'm totally in support

            16   of that too, because if we didn't do that and they do  

            17   double-track the corridor, it's going to be a disaster  

            18   because we won't be able to get across to, you know,  

            19   across Leucadia Boulevard.

            20             So anyway, that's all I have to say.   

            21    One other thing.  I do like the trail

            22   pedestrian overcrossing at Union Streets that connects  

            23   Moonlight Beach with the Encinitas Ranch Trail System, I  

            24   think that's another good thing.  So I support that.

            25
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With respect to a grade separation at Leucadia Boulevard, this 
improvement is not proposed as part of the project build alternatives.  
Your concerns would be more appropriately addressed by the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG), North County 
Transit District, and City of Encinitas, the agencies that would be 
responsible for planning such a grade separation.

In regards to the proposed Union Street pedestrian overcrossing, 
your support of this improvement is noted (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 36).

02

03

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County community character and why those effects are not 
expected to result in a substantial adverse overall effect in the 
communities already crossed by this highway.  

02

Responses to Paul Ecke

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
expressing support for the I-5 NCC Project.  Following circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
has been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.

01

01
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“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to mass transit.
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             1             My name is Oscar Arjona.  And I was here  

             2   approximately five or six years, provided comment to the  

             3   court reporter.

             4 At the time, my concerns were around the noise

             5   levels created by additional lanes to the north and

             6   southbound.  Interstate south between Manchester and

             7   Birmingham.  At the time, I expressed my concerns  

             8   regarding the additional noise, and I was told that the  

             9   comment that I provided at the time, would be considered

            10   in the plans that would be shown to us.

            11             Now, in reviewing the plans that were proposed

            12   and talking to sound engineers, it does not appear that

            13   any of the concerns regarding the issue of noise created

            14   by adding lanes so that the traffic can flow at full

            15   speed in that area have been addressed, because  

            16   additionally, it was created that once the sounds between

            17   these walls, between the retaining wall and the sound

            18   wall -- and there's a persistent ocean breeze in that  

            19   area, which breezes east and that sound gets pushed into  

            20   the homes that sits just directly east of the freeway in  

            21   that area, specifically, Sandy Point Homes on Bullrush  

            22   Lane.

            23             I made specific comments about considering the  

            24   use of asphalt to reduce the noise levels, but from  

            25   talking to the sound engineers here today, just like when
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Response to Oscar Arjona
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding potential noise concerns in the area east of I-5 and 
north of Manchester in the City of Encinitas (Sandy Point Homes 
on Bulrush Lane).  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
and Caltrans guidelines (refer to Section 3.15.1).  Accordingly, 
potential project-related noise effects were evaluated at four noise 
receptors along the 2000 and 2100 blocks of Bulrush Lane in the 
noted area, including R8.18 through R8.21 (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Table 3.15.17 and Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 28 and 29).  From the 
associated analysis, abatement for residences associated with 
R8.19 through R8.21 would not be “feasible” under FHWA and 
Caltrans criteria.  Specifically, noise abatement at these residences 
would not be “feasible” due to constraints related to local topography, 
as well as the fact that the associated lots are tiered and have large 
backyard decks that would hinder soundwall placement (refer to 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15.4 and Table 3.15.17).  For noise receptor 
R8.18, while a “feasible” noise reduction would be achieved with 
a 14-foot-high soundwall, the associated structure (S640) was 
determined not to be “reasonable” as the estimated construction 
cost exceeds the “reasonable” cost allowance.  Accordingly, S640 
is not recommended for construction (refer to Table 3.15.18).
Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” 
for additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure 
that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is 
actively researching the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire 
noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement 
characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases 
maintenance costs, which is a factor being considered in wider 
applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower 
life expectancy than concrete, so it would have to be repaired 
or replaced more often.  A conclusion has not been made about 
practicality and effectiveness, so this surfacing is not currently 
included in noise abatement measures. 
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             1   I was here five, six years ago, they do not appear to

             2   have any information about the difference in noise levels

             3   from using asphalt to the concrete.   

             4             The road is also uneven and it causes trucks

             5   and cars to make additional noise because they bounce  

             6   around.  So I would strongly recommend that Caltrans or

             7   whoever is doing this project, seriously consider using

             8   asphalt instead of concrete to reduce the noise levels to

             9   resurface, to smooth out the road so the trucks don't  

            10   bounce around and to share that information with the  

            11   folks who are supposed to be here to address that

            12   question, since they seem as unprepared today as they

            13   were six, seven years ago to address those issues.

            14        I had the same concerns five, six years ago.  So  

            15   those are the my concerns.  I would like some sort of  

            16   response to that.

            17             And do you need any other information?   

            18             My email address is oscararjona.com.   

            19

            20              My name is Linda Leigh.  Our family -- we're  

            21   home owners on 1938 Riviera.   

            22             So my family, we're home owners.  And we are  

            23   very opposed to the widening project, this will bring the

            24   freeway very close to our home.  It's already extremely  

            25   noisy, so to consider having additional lanes with
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Responses to Linda Leigh

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.   

Regarding the proximity of the project to your home and potential 
noise concerns, based on review on Google Maps, 1938 Playa 
Riviera Drive is immediately adjacent to two “severely impacted” 
noise receptors (R8.23 and R8.24).  As a result, your residence 
is assumed to be “severely impacted” as well and would receive 
noise abatement, which could improve noise conditions at your 
property.  As seen on Table 3.15.17, the two “severely impacted” 
noise receptors near the referenced property show between a 
five and seven decibel decrease with the installation of Soundwall 
S644 from baseline conditions.  For more information regarding 
general soundwall evaluation and location analysis in accordance 
with the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol, please refer to 
Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations.”
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             1   additional speed happening so close to our home, makes us  

             2   concerned about noise, safety and overall, quality of

             3   life in our neighborhood.

             4             After speaking with the noise abatement folks  

             5   here, it's apparent that the sound wall S644 and 646

             6   still have minimal benefit to our home and the quality of  

             7   life there.  So our question is, is a a homeowner for  

             8   folks working on this project, what can be done to ensure

             9   that quality of life in North County coastal areas is

            10   maintained?  There's going to be negative impact on  

            11   families and wildlife, views, sound, community  

            12   interactions will be negatively impacted and I'm really  

            13   concerned about the value of our homes as well.  We're  

            14   not sure what could be the next steps in responding to

            15   the issues surrounding the widening, but we certainly

            16   intend to pursue legal action if necessary.   

            17  I welcome further conversation about this

            18   issue.

            19

            20             My name is Charles D. Richmond.   

            21             And I'd like to know first, the environmental  

            22   review report makes reference to supporting detail  

            23   calculations et, cetera.  I want to know, why weren't  

            24   these supporting reports included in the Environmental  

            25   Review Report.  They are not in the library and copies
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Regarding your concern for safety, although no design can account 
for every possible accident scenario, routine highway design plans 
for cars moving at high rates of speed and slopes the route to keep 
cars on the throughway under foreseeable conditions.  Guard rails 
are also provided as appropriate.  The northbound route adjacent 
to your property is not on a major curve or slope that would result 
in heightened concerns about safety.  

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County quality of life and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse overall effect in the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  In addition, please note that Caltrans has 
worked with the City of Encinitas to develop a number of potential 
enhancement projects, with those most advantageous to Cardiff 
including the: (1) Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides 
of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon with Bridge Connections to Manchester 
Avenue; (2) Park and Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; 
and (3) Villa Cardiff Drive Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge 
Enhancements.  Based on these community enhancements, 
improvement of an existing major facility, and additional efforts to 
avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-related impacts described 
in the above mentioned Topical Response, implementation of new 
project features is not expected to have an adverse effect on the 
quality of life in north coastal San Diego.

01
cont.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County 
quality of life, noise levels and related abatement measures.  As 
an improvement of a major existing transportation facility rather 
than development of a new one, impacts to wildlife, views, and 
sound generally would be incremental and relatively small in 
nature.  Specifics related to each of these issues are addressed in 
the EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Sections 3.20, Animal Species, and 
3.21, Threatened and Endangered Species; 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics; 
and 3.15, Noise, respectively.  As a major improvement to I-5, 
minimization and mitigation for adverse project effects addresses 
not only specific impacts associated with the proposed project, but 
in some cases (e.g., noise) also elements of the existing condition.  
Please refer to the Environmental Commitments Record provided 
as part of the Final EIR/EIS.
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Project elements are not expected to substantially impact 
community interactions, as a major freeway already passes 
through the affected communities, and cohesion would actually be 
increased as a result of some of the pedestrian over-crosses and 
pathways proposed as project enhancements.

Based solely on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, 
substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
because a number of larger factors drive property values in the 
San Diego region. These factors include proximity to coastal areas, 
school districts, accessibility to public facilities and amenities, 
neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as well as a potential 
increase in property values over time.  For more information 
regarding factors affecting residential property value based on 
potential transportation project effects, please refer to Topical 
Response “Property Valuation.”  

02
cont.

The next steps in responding to issues regarding proposed I-5 
widening include: (1) publication of this Final EIR/EIS (which 
includes responses to all substantive comments received on 
the Draft EIR/EIS), (2) project refinement relative to continued 
engineering design efforts, and (if a build alternative is approved) 
(3) permitting of the project through the resource regulatory 
agencies, which could further require design response to issues 
raised.

03

Responses to Charles D. Richmond
Thank you for your comments.  With respect to your question 
regarding the availability of technical reports, they were provided 
to each library with a copy of the Draft EIR/EIS.  They also were 
available on the Caltrans website http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/
Env_docs/I-5NCCDraft.html as well as www.keepsandiegomoving.
com.

The I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project was a good candidate 
for a three-dimensional model as it enabled the public to better 
understand some of the operational and design complexities of the 
project.  Overall, neither the design nor operations of the I-5 NCC 
Project is as complex to explain.  The I-5 EIR/EIS and technical 
studies contain many typical road design schematic cross-sections 

01

             1   are not on disk.

             2             Secondly, there's no cross section, only aerial  

             3   views that lack any depth.

             4 Third.  There's no 3D simulation of driving the  

             5   27-mile corridor.  This concept has been provided on the

             6   I-15, SR-56 connector project.

             7             Why wasn't it done here? 

             8  Fourthly, the I-15, SR-56 connector would be

             9   part of this project as a major funding and has been

            10   shifted from the connector project. Originally, I think

            11   estimated to be 300 million, or now it's estimated to be  

            12   300 million as preparation work is now being done on the  

            13   Del Mar Heights bridge, why was this released?  Why was  

            14   the Environmental Review Report released in the summer?   

            15   It wasn't supposed to be released this summer.  Since the

            16   detail reports, Visual Impact Assessments are not  

            17   released in the Environmental Review Report.

            18             We believe, the people that I'm connected to,  

            19   believe that there should be an extension to respond to

            20   the Environmental Review Report; moreover, I don't  

            21   understand what good this project does, when by the time  

            22   it's completed, the project will be obsolete.  It makes  

            23   no sense.  And in doing the project, it'll create more  

            24   traffic.  So literally, you're creating the very problem  

            25   you seek to resolve.
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SR-56 would connect to I-5, and therefore it is understandable that 
it could seem logical to consider it part of the proposed project.  
However, SR-56 is an east-west route, and as such, its improvement 
has a separate purpose in terms of users served and potential 
environmental effects.  For these reasons, it has been separately 
evaluated as a stand-alone project.  Please note, however, that 
the I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project was included in the Draft 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.25, Cumulative Analysis, for the issue of visual 
resources.  The project was addressed in text and in Table 3.25.1, 
Cumulative Projects, as project 11 under “Caltrans Projects.”

With regard to your comment on the release of reports, if you 
are referring to the Draft EIR/EIS, a full set of technical reports 
was released along with the EIR/EIS, including the Visual Impact 
Assessment, dated April 2009, which was prepared for the project.  
Those reports were available in area libraries, on the Caltrans 
website, and on www.keepsandiegomoving.com.

02

01
cont.

and visual simulations to convey how the facility would operate 
and how the area would change with the project.

Consistent with your comment, the public review period for the 
EIR/EIS was extended.  As a result, the amount of time allotted 
for public review, combined with the associated public outreach 
efforts, provided adequate information to allow the public to make 
informed comments with respect to the Draft EIR/EIS.

03

Regarding potential concerns associated with ongoing congestion 
along I-5, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in 
a substantial number of additional trips.  The project is designed to 
maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The use of HOV/Managed 
Lanes would provide additional highway capacity by increasing the 
number of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended to 
give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  It is 
understood that the proposed project would not eliminate congestion.  

04
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04
cont.

Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially less congestion 
than would occur under the No Build alternative.  For example, as 
outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday 
delays in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be approximately 
14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 
10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for more discussion of 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated traffic.
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05
cont.

             1             It adds more greenhouse gasses.  I believe that  

             2   this project is basically Caltrans self-long term  

             3   employment solution to Caltrans.   

             4             That's it.   

             5

             6             My name is Karla Lapote.   

             7 And my question is, is why aren't they studying  

             8   the cumulative effects of the I-5 widening project and  

             9   SR-56 Connector Project?  Why are we not looking at the  

            10   Cumulative Project, instead of it being piecemeal in  

            11   different little components?   

            12             That's my question.  Thank you. 

            13

            14     I'm Charles D. Richmond again.   

            15   And I just really don't understand, under  

            16   SEQUA, the intent of SEQUA is to have input in a public

            17   forum for public opinion as to significant environmental  

            18   effects, well this infomercial as I call it, that  

            19   Caltrans is putting on, is not a public forum, it's an  

            20   infomercial.  It basically is here to sell the public on

            21   Caltrans project.  It's not here to give decision makers  

            22   input by the general public.  It's just here to sell a  

            23   project. It's basically a way to get around the  

            24   environmental review process required under SEQUA.   

            25             Thank you.
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Regarding potential project-related impacts from greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions – EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change,
analyzes project-associated GHG emissions, including a 
quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  Overall, project implementation would be expected 
to substantially lower I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from No Build 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” 
for additional information regarding GHG emissions in California, 
research by Caltrans on this topic, and tons per day of carbon 
dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the project. 

05

Response to Karla Lapote

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part 
of the public record. The County’s freeway system is highly 
interrelated, and many of its segments will require improvement 
in order to meet future transportation demands.  It is, however, 
not practicable to wait until plans are available for the entire 
system before commencing analysis of any one element.  As a 
result, project limits are determined based on whether they have 
“independent utility.”  In this case, both the I-5 NCC Project and the 
I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project would each serve to relieve 
congestion on both the effected freeway segments and adjacent 
local roadway segments, regardless of whether the other project 
is built; therefore, separate environmental analysis is appropriate.  
The I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project was included in the 
Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.25, Cumulative Analysis, for the issue 
of visual resources.  The project was addressed in text on Draft 
EIR/EIS page 3.25-1 and in Table 3.25.1, Cumulative Projects, as 
project 11 under “Caltrans Projects.”

Response to Charles D. Richmond 

01

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of 
the public record.  With respect to opportunity to give decision 
makers public input, the public had the opportunity to provide 
written comments, and oral comments recorded and transcribed 
by a court reporter at hearings on the project.  The responses to all 
comments received during the public review period are contained 
in this Final EIR/EIS.  Please also refer to Chapter 5, Comments 

01
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01
cont.

and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which details the extensive 
I-5 outreach program, and Topical Response “Hearing Format” 
regarding the public meeting format; as well as Topical Response 
Multimodal System with regard to public input opportunities during 
development of the Urban Area Transit Strategy, which preceded 
evaluation of the proposed project. Following circulation of the 
Draft EIR/ EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative 
was refined. This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/
EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS. The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and is identified in 
the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. Beyond freeway 
improvements, numerous features incorporated into the project 
would provide community benefit, including bike trails and 
undercrossing improvements.
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             1

             2             Russell Levan.  I'm back again.   

             3             And my first comment is, if you build it, they

             4   will come, which means the more lanes we add, the more  

             5   people will be incentivised to drive.

             6  And so, as I was writing here, I think it is

             7   time for complete paradigm shift.  We need to not only  

             8   think outside the box, but create a different geometric  

             9   shape and think inside of that or outside of that, we

            10   just can't keep adding concrete to solve the problem.   

            11   And when I see that we're politically divided, different

            12   governmental agencies that aren't solving the problem  

            13   together, I see a little bit of that tonight and yet

            14   we're going to double-track, which bisects our city  

            15   further as we add a second track, Encinitas will now get

            16   cut off even more from the coast.   

            17             And then you go up a couple blocks and you have

            18   another further challenge with bisecting the city with  

            19   yet another massive amount of concrete in a way.  Both of  

            20   these projects add to the environmental degradation of

            21   the community, and give the opportunity for people to

            22   further -- to basically continue getting in their cars,

            23   rather than looking for better alternatives with public  

            24   transportation.

            25             And the amount of money we spend is just  
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Responses to Russell Levan

Thank you for your comments regarding capacity and demand, 
which are part of the public record. The proposed project is 
planned to accommodate projected regional growth.  The potential 
for increased traffic levels to result from freeway expansion 
is anticipated to be minimal as a result of a number of regional 
and project strategies and improvements designed to reduce the 
growth in the number of vehicle miles traveled and to encourage 
options for the use of single-occupant vehicles.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional information 
regarding anticipated future growth and transportation demand.
Please note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North Coast Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Mass Transit,” 
and “Corridor Alternatives” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation, the 
history of transportation planning in San Diego County, and the 
types of alternatives evaluated.

Double-tracking is not part of the I-5 NCC Project. As a result, direct 
impacts of this activity, such as the effects on community continuity 
identified in this comment, are outside the purview of Caltrans and 
the analysis of I-5.  Your concerns would be more appropriately 
addressed by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) and North County Transit District, the agencies that are 
responsible for current planning of double-tracking projects.

With respect to your comment regarding bisecting the city,  while 
major roadways can divide communities, no associated substantial 
new impacts are anticipated  due to the fact that the proposed 
project consists of improving an existing facility.  Conversely, 
avoidance of community-related impacts in areas identified for 
improvement is not always possible, although it is Caltrans’ intent 
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to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate impacts.  The project design 
incorporates a number of potential community enhancements, 
including the following facilities in the City of Encinitas: (1) Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail on Both Sides of I-5 at San Elijo Lagoon 
with Bridge Connections to Manchester Avenue; (2) Park and 
Ride Enhancements at Birmingham Drive; (3) Villa Cardiff Drive 
Improvements and MacKinnon Bridge Enhancements; (4) Hall 
Park Trail Connecting to Santa Fe Drive; (5) Trail Connecting 
Santa Fe Drive to Requeza Street with Wetland Revegetation; (6) 
Trail Connecting Requeza Street to Encinitas Boulevard; (7) Union 
Street Pedestrian Overpass; (8) Cottonwood Creek Park to Union 
Street trail connection with Wetland Revegetation; and (9) I-5 North 
Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of Encinitas. These facilities, if 
implemented, would create and/or improve pedestrian or bicycle 
corridors, connect pedestrian or bicycle routes with public transit 
centers, enhance connectivity across I-5, and create trailheads and 
other recreational opportunities within local communities throughout 
the I-5 project corridor.  Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” for more information regarding potential effects 
of proposed I-5 modifications on North County and why those 
effects are not expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on 
the overall quality of life in communities crossed by the highway.

As indicated above, it is not always possible to avoid environmental 
impacts for projects such as the proposed I-5 expansion.  
Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes an extensive evaluation 
of potential project-related impacts and related avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures in Chapter 3, Affected
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

03
cont.

As noted in the response to your Comment 02, the project is one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal transportation planning 
effort.  Please refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
with regard to funding for various elements of this system.

04

04
cont.

05

06

             1   lopsided, for orienting towards the car, rather than  

             2   bigger, better public options, the more people they get

             3   in the cars, the more pollution we're producing.  By  

             4   widening the freeway, we will be cutting down the few  

             5   trees that are left that actually capture and sequester

             6   some of the particulates and the CO2 that is being  

             7   produced on the freeway, similar to the challenge along  

             8   the railroad corridor where they're cutting down all the  

             9   trees and they will not replant them, because of safety  

            10   measures.  The safety is coming down to our public,  

            11   health is being jeopardized.  We're building highways and  

            12   rail corridors that are producing more dust.  We're not  

            13   preventing it next to schools.  The asthma is rate  

            14   skyrocketing and we have to be braindead not to see some  

            15   of the causes.

            16             And so common sense is not really being used in

            17   these things and I realize that it's not necessarily

            18   SANDAG or the transit districts opportunity to raise gas

            19   prices, which I think would help, or to change what

            20   people do in their lives, but they are leaders, SANDAG,

            21   they're our leaders.  They are our elected leaders and

            22   their job is to lead appropriately, and this is not the

            23   way.

            24             And that is what I'm hoping for.  And if there  

            25   are elected leaders, I realize that we need to elect  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        29 
With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
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result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  For particulate matter 
(PM), and based on screening using U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency PM guidance (as described in Section 3.14), the proposed 
project is not a Project of Air Quality Concern due to relatively 
low truck volumes and percentage of traffic when comparing the 
build alternatives against a No Build alternative.  The proposed 
project would improve traffic operations as previously noted, and 
would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared to the No 
Build alternative.  The proposed project would therefore comply 
with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards and would be unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  A number of measures are also identified in 
Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related particulate generation 
(e.g., dust).  In addition, all projects involving a federal action must 
comply with Executive Order 13045:  Protection of Children from 
Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.  Health effects 
associated with traffic congestion would be improved over existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on air quality issues and related potential 
health effects. 

For carbon dioxide (CO2) concerns, and as described in EIR/
EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, the project build alternatives 
are estimated to reduce buildout CO2 emissions in the San Diego 
region by hundreds of tons per day compared to the No Build 
alternative.  These decreases would be due to the noted decrease 
in congestion and improved travel times along the corridor.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional 
information on global warming and climate change issues. 

05
cont.

The various agencies in charge of transportation within the corridor 
are exploring long-term solutions while, at the same time, responding 
to the immediate needs of the region.  One example of this forward 
thinking is reflected in SANDAG’s Regional Transportation Plan 
(RTP) for the year 2050.  Building on the current transportation 
system with funding anticipated over the next 40 years, the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) outlines projects for rail and 
bus services, highways, local streets, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities, as well as systems and demand management.  Based 
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cont.
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             1   different leaders, if this is the projects that they're  

             2   going to produce, but they need to come up with an  

             3   alternative that creates a new transportation era, adding

             4   more lanes is not a new transportation era and in 2035

             5   we're going to go, "Crap, what are we supposed to do  

             6   now?"  Because we already added more lanes, are we just  

             7   going to plan on adding again, until that infinite?"  I

             8   mean, it just doesn't make sense.   

             9             So I think that that is my current comment --  

            10   well, I'll add, that adding a 16 foot, 14 foot sound wall  

            11   will make virtually no difference, at least certainly, in  

            12   my case, we're elevated above the freeway, and you'd have  

            13   to build an 80-foot tall wall to do any good, which is

            14   absolutely nuts, you might as well underground the entire  

            15   freeway for that, and enclose it and put it in a  

            16   filtration system, because the noise will only get worse,  

            17   the pollution will only get worse.  And I'm a corridor of  

            18   a mile away from the freeway.  So, you know, now my kids'  

            19   health is in jeopardy because of this, this is not the

            20   answer.  They need to have a paradigm shift.   

            21

            22             Charles Richmond again.   

            23             I'm back because I need to memorialize a  

            24   conversation I had with the project director a few

            25   moments.  I asked the project director of this project,
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With respect to potential noise concerns, and as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related sound 
increases would vary by location, the majority of increases within 
the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over no 
build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise 
levels and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise-abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous 
soundwalls have been identified for the project in appropriate 
locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 
67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a 
through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section
3.15.4).  The use of such noise-abatement facilities has been 
demonstrated to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated 
noise.  As noted in this comment, however, the use of soundwalls 
along the freeway right-of-way and/or on adjacent private property 
would generally provide little or no noise-abatement benefit for 
sites elevated above the I-5 corridor.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

07

on regional growth projections, upgrades to each of these modes 
of travel are needed to accommodate future transportation needs.  
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 02 regarding 
comprehensive planning for the regional transportation system 
as well as to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the 
anticipated lifespan of project improvements.

06
cont.

Regarding potential project-related noise, air quality pollution and 
associated health effects, please refer to the responses to your 
Comments 05 and 07, respectively.
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             1   the widening of I-5, and I asked the people on design and

             2   right away what properties under the various different

             3   alternatives they were going to condemn, and they know,

             4   they admit it to me they, know but they refused, and  

             5   refused again upon my repeated requests for those  

             6   properties, to give us a list of those properties they  

             7   want to condemn, or they may condemn, that is outrageous.   

             8             How can we, the general public, be able to give

             9   voice opinions as to significant environmental impacts of  

            10   this project when we don't even know what properties  

            11   Caltrans intends to condemn.  And they are withholding

            12   deliberately, because I have now requested it, and they  

            13   have absolutely refused to give me, give us a list of

            14   those properties.  That's my memorialization for the  

            15   record that just took place.  It's a -- I think it's a  

            16   deception to the public.   

            17             Thank you. 

            18

            19             The energy in Encinitas is really going to be

            20   really bad, because there's going to be too much  

            21   pollution and the noise is absolutely incredible.  I'm  

            22   about a half mile from the freeway now, when I bought my  

            23   house 16 years ago.  I actually went around to each house

            24   that I wanted to buy and went to that house and sat in

            25   this backyard for a good hour so I could listen for the
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Response to Charles Richmond

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
acquisitions, which are part of the public record.

Please refer to Topical Response “Property Acquisition.”  Also note 
that aerial photographs with a generalized right-of-way plotted on 
them were provided in the Draft EIR/EIS (Figures 2-2.14a through 
ao).  These provide a general idea regarding potential project 
footprint and the relationship to your property of concern.  They 
have been updated in the Final EIR/EIS to reflect the locally 
preferred alternative (LPA) as the Preferred Alternative (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67).  The Preferred 
Alternative is a refined version of the 8+4 Buffer, the alternative with 
the smallest footprint addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  With regard 
to specific properties at the time of hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS, 
engineers were continuing to refine the project design and working 
to minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to properties to 
the extent possible.  It was therefore considered inappropriate in 
a public forum to release tentative information about properties 
to be acquired.  There was no intent to deceive the public.  The 
project is not yet final, so it would not be proper to distribute a list 
of properties that would be required as this would be premature. 
Further refinement will continue through final project design, and 
precise numbers and dimensions of properties required will not be 
known until just prior to acquisition of individual properties.

01

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #9
Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
noise concerns in the City of Encinitas, which are part of the 
public record.  As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and 
where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners (per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
and Caltrans guidelines).  Accordingly, based on noise levels and 
the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise 
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
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cont.

02

             1   noise, because I already knew that the noise from the  

             2   freeway was bad.  I live about, oh, I don't know, not  

             3   very far from east of the freeway, and I have a canyon  

             4   next to me.  Since the traffic has increased in North  

             5   County, the noise in my backyard has increased at least  

             6   60 percent, because the noise comes through the canyon  

             7   right into my backyard and it's really sad that I can't  

             8   sit in the canyon on my side yard and look at the canyon

             9   without listening to the traffic.

            10 Many of my neighbors have put up barriers where

            11   there's like a plastic, you know, a clear plastic so that

            12   it puts down some of the noise.  But I live in Fox Point  

            13   and the noise there is just absolutely horrendous and I

            14   just feel really sad that they're just going to be  

            15   putting more cars on the road.  I really feel that the  

            16   way to go with improving the transportation to go with  

            17   more rail transportation.  I think that they should

            18   increase the number of trains that they have, because

            19   right now, I drive from North County to the airport  

            20   everyday.  I work at the airport.  I drive it five days a

            21   week and it has, you know, when I first moved here, it  

            22   took me half an hour, now it takes me an hour.  But I  

            23   would so much rather do that than have more lanes because  

            24   when I get home, I want to be able to sit in my backyard  

            25   and not listen to airplanes or trains or cars or anything
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to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been demonstrated 
to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  While 
the use of soundwalls along the freeway right-of-way and/or on 
adjacent private property would generally provide little or no noise 
abatement benefit for sites located “about a half mile from the 
freeway” as described in this comment, freeway-related noise 
levels at such distant locations would not be expected to meet or 
approach 67 decibels (dBA) due to the standard attenuation of 
roadway noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every 
doubling of distance).  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

01
cont.

In regard to your preference for rail transportation, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Rail Preference” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to public transportation.

Regarding the current train schedule, please note that because 
potential modifications to Coaster services are within the jurisdiction 
of another agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence 
such activities.  This comment would be better addressed to the 
North County Transit District (NCTD), which has jurisdiction over 
Coaster service.

02
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cont.

03

             1   else.

             2             But if you had a train, if you had a train

             3   system that worked more efficiently or more -- if you had  

             4   a train every 20 minutes, I think more people would use  

             5   it.  I would certainly use it to come back and forth to  

             6   work, but because my schedule is so flexible, I don't  

             7   work a 9:00 to 5:00 job.  I work different hours.  I

             8   can't take the train or bus, it just doesn't fit my  

             9   schedule.  If my plane is late coming in, I can't get  

            10   home, so I can't take the train because I have to have a  

            11   way to get home.  So that's my problem with the  

            12   transportation.

            13             And I really feel as if adding more and more  

            14   lanes is just going to have more cars and we don't want  

            15   more cars, we want less cars in San Diego.  I don't want  

            16   anymore cars.  They should make a toll road and that  

            17   would encourage people to take the train.  And they

            18   should make the train like, a dollar less than a toll  

            19   would cost them to go and then people would take the  

            20   train, because I take the same amount of time.  I mean,  

            21   if you were to pay $3 or $4 to go on a train, and your

            22   toll was $5, wouldn't you take a train?  I would take a

            23   train, because I certainly wouldn't want to have to worry  

            24   about getting in a car accident.

            25             So thank you. 
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With respect to freeway capacity and transportation demand, the 
proposed project is planned to accommodate projected regional 
growth.  The potential for increased traffic levels to result from 
freeway expansion is anticipated to be minimal as a result of a 
number of regional and project strategies and improvements 
designed to reduce the growth in the number of vehicle miles 
traveled and to encourage alternatives to the use of single-
occupant vehicles.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Projected Growth” for additional information regarding anticipated 
future growth and transportation demand.

While the proposed I-5 NCC Project does not propose a toll road, 
all the build alternatives do include High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes.  Under this system, single-occupant 
vehicles have the opportunity to pay a “use fee” to travel in the 
HOV/Managed Lanes that would otherwise only be available to 
multiple-occupancy vehicles. 

As noted in the response to your Comment 02, the Coaster is 
operated by NCTD; therefore, Caltrans does not have the ability to 
implement or influence train ticket pricing strategies.

03
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             1

             2 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I have been over to the

             3   right away area and asked them, "Please give me the  

             4   homes, residences, business lots, anything along the

             5   corridor that will be affected for right away, the list  

             6   of it." 

             7             And they said they only have one list.  It's  

             8   not in the EIR and they're not sharing it with the public  

             9   at this point, and that they're still working on updating  

            10   and may be released at some point in the future.  I can't  

            11   understand why they would not be required to let the

            12   public know at this point in time, what homes will be  

            13   taken, what business will be taken.  It's been stated  

            14   that somewhere, I guess in the EIR, that 114 properties

            15   will be taken, but they cannot disclose any of them to me  

            16   when I asked.  And I've asked the project manager, and  

            17   I've asked the right away department.  Apparently, they

            18   have a list that they're referencing, but they're not  

            19   sharing.  I think that's appalling.  It's deceiving.   

            20   It's just not acceptable.  It needs to be disclosed and  

            21   disclosed now so the public can make a comment.  How can  

            22   we make a comment if we don't know what the road impacts.   

            23             And the second comment I have, I-5 expansion

            24   and the 56 crossing for the Highway 56 crossing to I-5,

            25   those two EIRs should be looked at for the cumulative  
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Responses to Anonymous Commenter #10

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
acquisitions, which are part of the public record.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Property Acquisition” regarding specifics 
related to property acquisition and ongoing refinement of project 
design.  With regard to specifics, however, Caltrans is continuing 
to refine the project design and working to minimize the project 
footprint to avoid impacts to properties to the extent possible.  
It was therefore considered inappropriate to release tentative 
information about properties to be acquired in a public forum.  
These refinements will continue through final project design, and 
the final precise numbers and dimensions of properties required 
will not be known until just prior to the acquisition of individual 
properties. There was no intent to deceive the public.  Rather, 
it was considered inappropriate to provide information on such 
important issues while it was still tentative.  Caltrans is not able to 
independently verify and therefore respond to your allegation that 
right-of-way staff refused to list properties that were going to be 
acquired; however, since the project is not yet final, it would not be 
proper to distribute a list of properties that would be required as 
this would be premature.

Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real Property Acquisition,
identifies the anticipated number of affected properties for each 
build alternative that was fully evaluated in the EIR/EIS (refer to 
Tables 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 3.4.3, 3.4.4a, 3.4.4b, and 3.4.5).  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.

01
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cont.
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             1   effects and disclosed to the public, instead of releasing

             2   them separately, individually as if they have no, you  

             3   know, no impact on each other or a cumulative impact.  So

             4   I think that's a major issue that should send them back  

             5   to the drawing table for a full analysis and disclosure

             6   to the  public, not as a separate entity because they are  

             7   being released this summer, for the connector ramps.

             8   It's being released is this summer.   

             9             And it's not the same area that they're  

            10   widening the freeway, so what they're going to do is  

            11   widen the freeway with the I-5 expansion, that point, and

            12   then they're going to widen it some more and build an  

            13   over connector, but they're not going to tell us what

            14   those cumulative impacts are, they're not going to deal  

            15   with those impacts to the public.

            16

            17             My name is Beverly Shone.  And I live at 550  

            18   Gardenia Court in Encinitas off of Melba.  And the area  

            19   that they're proposing the expansion is about S66 for

            20   noise reduction wall, which they're saying they're not  

            21   going to build, because it's too expensive and they can't  

            22   afford it.  But that area right there is so loud at this

            23   point in time, that sometimes you can't even hear  

            24   yourself talk. You're out on one of our decks at night  

            25   even with all the windows closed, it's so loud, you hear  
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Responses to Beverly Shone

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
in the area east of I-5 and south of Requeza Street in the City 
of Encinitas (550 Gardena Court), which are part of the public 
record.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project 
would address existing and future noise levels when conditions 
approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S664 in the subject area.  As described in Section 3.15.4
and shown in Tables 3.15.21 and 3.15.22 of the EIR/EIS, however, 
S664 was determined not to be “reasonable” under FHWA and 
Caltrans standards due to estimated costs exceeding the identified 
“reasonable” allowance, and is not recommended for construction, 
although two associated “severely impacted” noise receptors, 

01

With respect to the I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project, SR-
56 would connect to I-5, and therefore it is understandable that 
it could seem logical to consider it part of the proposed project.  
However, SR-56 is an east-west route and its improvements 
have a separate purpose in terms of users served and potential 
environmental effects.  For these reasons, it has been separately 
evaluated as a stand-alone project.  Please note that the I-5 / SR-56 
Direct Connectors Project was included in the EIR/EIS in Section
3.25, Cumulative Analysis, for the issue of visual resources.  The 
project was addressed in text and in Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.25.1, 
Cumulative Projects, as project 11 under “Caltrans Projects.”

02
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02

01

             1   all the trucks going by.  I sleep with cotton balls in my  

             2   ears and still we can't open windows at night.   

             3             And for them to propose this expansion and not  

             4   think that they can put in a sound wall, is absolutely

             5   ridiculous.  They have to have a sound reduction wall in

             6   this area, they just have to from Santa Fe, at least to  

             7   Requeza, if not, all the way to Encinitas Boulevard.   

             8   It's so loud.   

             9             And when the breeze blows off shore, it just

            10   makes it that much worse, so they really have to do that.   

            11   Not only are we faced with it, they don't add the wall,  

            12   you know, we're going to have loss of quality of life,  

            13   you know, we're not going to be able to entertain  

            14   outside.  It's going to be so noisy, plus the value of

            15   our home is going to decrease.   

            16             And, you know, I mean, we bought there in 2001  

            17   and we got in, you know, a pretty good time, the prices  

            18   went up.  They've gone back down.  They're stable right  

            19   now, but if they put this expansion in, that's just going  

            20   to lower our property value that much more.   

            21             So, you know, sorry, I feel like I'm yelling.   

            22   I just wanted to put my comment on the record.   

            23             Thank you.

            24

            25             My name is Gary Nessim.   
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R10.11 and R10.13, would receive individual noise abatement.  
Please note, however, that as indicated on Table 3.15.21, the 
increase in noise with the proposed project would be within two to 
three decibels of no build conditions. Although existing conditions 
may be perceived as loud, the purpose of the current environmental 
evaluation is to address the magnitude of potential changes from 
the current condition.  Changes in noise of three decibels or less 
are generally not perceptible to the average healthy human ear.  As 
a result, noise with the project would not be perceived as greater 
than noise without the project.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.
Regarding potential project impacts to the local quality of life, 
please refer to the Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on 
North County and why those effects are not expected to result 
in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the 
communities near the highway.

Based on review of the property address on Google Earth, the 
property is sited east of Regal Road, and does not directly abut I-5.  
With respect to your concerns regarding property values, please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Evaluation.”  Based solely 
on the effects of proposed I-5 modifications, substantial adverse 
impacts to property values are not anticipated because a number 
of larger factors drive property values in the San Diego region. 
These factors include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, 
accessibility to public facilities and amenities, neighborhood 
affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as well as a potential increase in property 
values over time. Please also refer to response to Comment 01 
of your letter regarding the less than substantial changes to noise 
projected for the proposed project over no build conditions.

01
cont.

02

Responses to Gary Nessim
Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

As described in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, the 
project has not been approved and final design has not occurred, 
so specific landscape plans have not been developed.  Project 
landscaping plans would be developed as the ongoing design 

01
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             1             All right.  I'm looking to see some large scale  

             2   trees put in on the northbound on-ramp and off-ramp at

             3   Carlsbad Village Drive and I-5 on the eastside, because  

             4   there's no sound wall being put there.  The sound wall  

             5   goes up to mile eight, ten, and starts again at eight,

             6   twenty-six, and it's been mitigated somewhat in the sound  

             7   from the freeway, if we would put a dense area of larger  

             8   trees there, so even though the city might ask for some  

             9   cute little flowers and landscaping, that would be very

            10   low down, it wouldn't do me any good as far as sound  

            11   barriers go.

            12             So in spite of what the City may ask for, I'd  

            13   like to see that densely polluted with larger trees.

            14             All right.  Those managed lanes on the corridor

            15   needs to be barricaded or you shouldn't even bother to  

            16   build them.   

            17             In order to move people from their cars into  

            18   buses, we would need to have buses that could get there

            19   on time and won't be interfered with by when they use the  

            20   I-5.  The traffic that would come across those yellow  

            21   painted lines if you don't have barricades.  So even  

            22   though it's a significant added expense, it's much wider,  

            23   it wouldn't be that useful in moving people from some  

            24   form of transportation.   

            25             All right.  We're done.     
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process proceeds, however, and would reflect input from sources 
including Caltrans design standards and comments received 
during public outreach meetings.

Regarding the recommended use of landscaping (“large scale 
trees”) for noise control purposes, while vegetation can exhibit 
some noise-absorption benefits in situations where substantial 
vegetation “depth” is present (e.g., extensive planted orchards, or 
wooded areas), the use of vegetation within the generally confined 
I-5 corridor would not provide notable noise abatement.

01

Your preference for the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed 
Lanes to be separated from the general purpose lanes with 
barriers is noted.  Barriers and/or buffers deter single-occupant 
vehicles (non-toll paying) from illegally entering the HOV/Managed 
Lanes.  Although the buffer would not provide a physical barrier to 
prevent illegal lane changes into and out of the HOV/Managed 
Lanes, motorists do so at their own risk and are subject to traffic 
citations and fines regulated by California law.  Signage is typically 
provided along freeways that warn motorists of such illegal lane 
changes and strict enforcement by the California Highway Patrol.  
This design is considered preferable due to the smaller impact 
footprint, and the fact that HOV/Managed Lanes with buffers 
are successfully and effectively operating on numerous freeway 
segments in southern California.

At this time, the number of buses running North County routes 
in this area do not support construction of lanes restricted solely 
to buses.  Lanes accommodating buses as needed, as well as 
addressing carpooling needs or paying single-occupant vehicles, 
would provide the greatest transit support at the least environmental 
cost.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes is intended to 
give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  With respect to use of barricades or buffers to separate 

02

03
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the HOV/Managed Lanes from the general purpose lanes, refer 
to the response to your Comment 02 above.  It is true that the 
barrier alternatives require a larger footprint and more widening 
compared to the buffer alternatives (refer to Figures 2-2.2a and
2-2.2b in the EIR/EIS).

03
cont.
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             1

             2             We'd like to see a toll on I-5, not just for  

             3   the northern portion of I-5 that goes to Temecula or goes  

             4   to Camp Pendleton, but on of the middle portion that goes  

             5   to downtown San Diego in order to drive the people onto

             6   buses and the coaster, that toll will, if you would

             7   analyze that toll, which SANDAG didn't ask Caltrans to  

             8   analyze in their project, then perhaps we would need

             9   maybe two left lanes to be built, unless we could push

            10   people onto the managed lanes, this would be economically  

            11   more feasible for them to take the bus if they had to pay  

            12   a toll each time, until they got two or three people into  

            13   their car.

            14             All right.  Thank you.

            15

            16             Hi, I'm back, Russell Levan. 

            17             I was going to mention something about the  

            18   railroad corridor.  And my concern is, first I have a  

            19   question, and that would be, why are they removing all of  

            20   the vegetation and trees along the railroad right of way?   

            21   I would like to know if there's any statistics available

            22   that describe how many incidences, whether they be train  

            23   accidents, death, injuries from falling trees on the  

            24   railroad corridor, because I'm told for safety reasons,  

            25   that is why they're removing them.  If they have to  
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Response to Anonymous Commenter #11 

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of 
the public record.  Converting an existing free highway to a toll-
only facility is not within Caltrans’ existing authority and could 
have unforeseen consequences such as diversion of highway 
traffic onto local streets and generation of economic hardships for 
businesses and workers that rely on the highway.  Please note, 
however, that California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468 authorizes the 
San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to conduct, 
administer, and operate a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane 
program on I-5, which is part of the proposed project.  This bill 
also mandates concurrent rail and highway improvements.  It 
should also be noted that following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The only through lanes 
proposed as part of the Preferred Alternative are High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes, which would accommodate mass 
transit bus use and allow for a “toll” paid by single-occupancy 
vehicles using those HOV/Managed Lanes.  The proposed use 
of HOV/Managed Lanes is intended to give carpool users and 
bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of 
heavy traffic congestion during peak periods, which is anticipated 
to be an incentive for using these travel modes.

Response to Russell Levan

01

01

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Because Caltrans does not have jurisdiction over the railroad 
corridor or related environmental issues, however, it is suggested 
that you forward your questions to the agencies responsible for rail 
operations.  Specifically, this would include North County Transit 
District for the portion of the rail line between the Orange County 
line and Del Mar, and Metropolitan Transit System for other 
portions of the line.
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             1   remove them, why can't we plant short trees that only  

             2   grow 15 or 20 feet tall on the outside parameter of the  

             3   rail corridor that wouldn't be able to fall on to the  

             4   railroad tracks and it wouldn't cause any of those safety  

             5   issues?   

             6             In addition, I'd like to know what measures are  

             7   being taken to provide dust suppression, because as they  

             8   remove the vegetation, that's the only thing that's  

             9   keeping the dust at bay.  There are numerous schools,  

            10   including their playing fields that are immediately  

            11   adjacent to or very near the railroad right of way, and  

            12   as that train travels by 90 miles an hour, the amount of  

            13   dust that is being sent to those school campuses and my  

            14   business and all the business along the coast highway are

            15   being filled with dust.

            16             And I know that there are studies that have

            17   been done, you know, along the transportation corridor

            18   that are showing the amount of asthma and cancer issues  

            19   that are on the rise from these particulates and various  

            20   pollutants being distributed off of the rail and

            21   transportation corridors, so I'd like to know if there's  

            22   statistics available and I would like to have someone  

            23   contact me about it, because, I mean, if it's a national  

            24   intoleration on the railroad from the railroad authority,  

            25   then we need to change the rules because it creates a  
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             1   dust cloud, you know, at the moment 23 times a day that I  

             2   know of, for the trains and if they double-track, it's  

             3   only going to go up and I'll start getting statistics  

             4   from the school district on how many cases of asthma  

             5   there are currently and we'll have to track how much that  

             6   increases, especially with the locations that are  

             7   adjacent to the tracks.   

             8             They can contact me via email.   

             9             And my email is:  Levan@recycledproducts.org, 

            10   or they can call me on my phone.   

            11             My phone number is 760.802.5690.   

            12  Yeah, I think that this is, you know, you're  

            13   replacing one hazard with a much bigger hazard, where if  

            14   you won't allow some trees and you don't have the proof  

            15   for how many incidences there have been from trees  

            16   attacking the railroad corridor, you do have an increase

            17   in health problems associated with the dust.   

            18             So I'm not sure whose health you're looking  

            19   after, only the riders on the train or the millions of  

            20   people that are along side the train.

            21 The public good is in jeopardy and I'm just not  

            22   sure which public.

            23             (Whereupon the Caltrans Public Meeting  

            24   concluded at 8:15 p.m.) 

            25
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             1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

             2   COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  ) 

             3

             4

             5

             6            I, Gloria D. Mazon, C.S.R. No. 9356, hereby

             7   certify, that the foregoing statements from this public  

             8   hearing were recorded true to the best of my ability by  

             9   electronic transcription, and supervised under my  

            10   supervision. 

            11

            12             Dated in San Diego, California, this______day,

            13   of_____________,2010

            14

            15

            16                       __________________________________

            17                          Gloria D. Mazon CSR No. 9356 

            18

            19

            20

            21

            22

            23

            24

            25
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LA JOLLA, CALIFORNIA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

                               FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

    TAKEN ON:  TUESDAY, AUGUST 3, 2010

    TAKEN AT:  4545 LA JOLLA VILLIAGE DRIVE 

                                       SAN DIEGO, CALIFORNIA

                            REPORTER:  GLORIA D. MAZON 

                                       CSR NO. 9356 
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             1   CALTRANS I-5 PUBLIC HEARING, TUESDAY, AUGUST 3, 2010 

             2                   WESTFIELD UTC - FORUM HALL               

             3   4545 LA JOLLA VILLAGE DRIVE, SUITE E-25, SAN DIEGO, CA

             4                     5:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

             5                            * * * 

             6

             7             My name is Bruce Reznic, Executive Director of  

             8   San Diego Coastkeeper Environmental Organization, just  

             9   checking to see about what Caltrans is doing, like a lot

            10   of environmental groups.  I like to see more of a focus  

            11   on a more holistic approach, mass transit, smart  

            12   community development mix use, rather than widening  

            13   freeways.

            14             And I'm concerned by the environmental impacts  

            15   to see any impact to the lagoons up in North County, as  

            16   well as the long term -- you can't build your way out of  

            17   the general congestion and not end up with more cars,  

            18   more pollution, same congestion problems.  The only way  

            19   we're going to break that cycle is through smart land use  

            20   and decisions and more mass transit, that's what we like  

            21   to see Caltrans and SANDAG and developers discussing

            22   their efforts.

            23             Thank you.

            24

            25
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Responses to Bruce Reznic, Executive Director, San Diego 
Coastkeeper Environmental Organization

Thank you for your comments expressing interest in the project, 
which are part of the public record.  In regard to land use and 
transportation planning, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  The San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) has undertaken a comprehensive 
regional planning process to plan regional growth patterns and 
determine the multimodal transportation system that would best 
address the anticipated growth.  Key products of this planning 
process include the Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  The 2050 RTP is the 
adopted long-range transportation planning document for the 
San Diego region that functions as the blueprint for the regional 
transportation system for the next 40 years.  The focus of the 2050 
RTP is to provide more modal choices for the movement of people 
and goods.  These improvements are intended to accommodate 
projected traffic increases through 2050 and all modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  The land use pattern contained in 
the SCS plans for more compact, higher density, and walkable 
development located near transit.  Changes in land use patterns 
and smart growth can, however, take an extended period of time 
to implement.  The proposed project is designed to maintain or 
reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as 
part of a multimodal system and would allow the time necessary 
for the region to work toward complex solution, such as smart 
growth.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” 
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and “Projected Growth” for additional information on how long term 
planning efforts were utilized to determine the need for and scale 
of the currently proposed project, as well as to Topical Response 
“Mass Transit” with regard to planned improvements to the region’s 
mass transit system.

01
cont.

Potential impacts to biological resources at the six coastal lagoons 
and/or associated waterways within the I-5 corridor are evaluated 
under the Biological Environment heading of the EIR/EIS.  Based on 
those analyses, project impacts would be avoided, minimized, and/
or mitigated through appropriate measures such as conformance 
with regulatory requirements and related efforts including habitat 
preservation, restoration, and/or acquisition.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” for information on focused 
studies completed since circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010.

Caltrans and SANDAG have been active partners during 
environmental evaluation and preliminary design of the I-5 
improvements.  As discussed above in response to your Comment 
01, SANDAG has developed the 2050 RTP, which plans for the 
region to trend toward more transportation options with development 
concentrated around transit stations.  With regard to potential new 
traffic generated by the proposed project, the project is designed 
to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor and 
is not anticipated to result in a substantial number of additional 
trips.  The projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is 
anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, due to a combination 
of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, 
as well as the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes, the number of 
additional vehicles on the road is anticipated to be relatively small.  
Please refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated 
and latent traffic.

With respect to potential project-related pollution (air and water 
quality), these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, Air 
Quality, and 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff.  For 
air quality related pollution, and as described in Section 3.14, the

02
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project is designed to lower travel times through reductions in 
traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 
corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information on air pollutants.

As described in EIR/EIS 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water 
Runoff, potential project-related water quality impacts are 
evaluated in association with the identified build alternatives and 
the No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases: maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the 
nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within 
the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the 
EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply 
with all applicable water quality standards and regulations.

03
cont.
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             1             My name is Carol Carr.   

             2             And I live in Carmel Valley.  And my first  

             3   comment is about public transit.  There's virtually none  

             4   in Carmel Valley.  I live four miles from the Coaster  

             5   Station, and the Coaster today only serves people who

             6   work 8:00 to 5:00, Monday through Friday.  I don't work  

             7   8:00 to 5:00, so I -- you know, it's practically worse,  

             8   even if I could walk four miles and the nearest bus is  

             9   five miles away.  The 101 in Del Mar, I can't walk five  

            10   miles to catch a bus.  And I never understood why they  

            11   don't provide some kind of bus service to these  

            12   communities that have grown up over the past 30 years,  

            13   that are close to the I-5 Freeway in North County.  It's  

            14   like there's lots of buses and old established

            15   communities like, I don't know, North Park, but you come  

            16   up to Carmel Valley, there aren't any buses at all,  

            17   nothing.

            18             So if it were up to me, if I could take the

            19   entire pot of money to be spent on making the freeway  

            20   wider, I would pour it into this plan that they showed me  

            21   there, their unconstrained transit network.  I say build

            22   that before you start adding more concrete to the

            23   freeways.  We badly need this.  I don't think we are  

            24   going in the right direction, putting so much money into  

            25   more concrete.  I'd rather see public transit.  So,  
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Responses to Carol Carr

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of the 
public record.

In regard to your comments on public transit related to the Coaster 
and bus service, please note that the project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, 
bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to 
require improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and 
“Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans 
and improvements to mass transit.

In regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for upgrade of the state highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination 
of driver need, environmental effects, and project cost on those 
highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian and trail system are also being pursued by 
the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North Coast 
Corridor.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

01
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             1   that's the first one.   

             2   If they are going to build this monster  

             3   freeway, I would like to see instead of one of those car

             4   pool lanes, just use that lane for a trolley that runs

             5   down the middle of the freeway and have stations where

             6   you can get on and off the trollies, but instead of

             7   having to put your car on the freeway, give people a

             8   chance to go on the I-5 in a Trolley.

             9  Anyway, and I know that they're talking about,  

            10   "Oh, well, buses will have this transit lane."  I don't  

            11   have any buses now, so why have a transit lane for buses

            12   if you don't have bus service where I live?  I'm a  

            13   bicyclist.  When I'm riding my bike, the scariest part on

            14   my road is the connection the freeway, because as soon as  

            15   you pass under or over a freeway on the bike, you got

            16   on-ramp and off-ramps and cars coming at you way too  

            17   fast, and I just -- I wish that they would come up with a  

            18   safe way, safer way to get bike and freeways to interact.   

            19             As far as I'm concerned, the only safe way to  

            20   do it, is overpasses for bikes or underpasses for bikes,

            21   just give us our own lane, make it grade separate from  

            22   the roadway, grade separated, being you're on a different  

            23   level, either underneath or above.  There is one of those  

            24   where Fairmont comes to the I-8.  There's a bike bridge,  

            25   that gets you across one of the on-ramps to the I-8, and  
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With respect to trolley service, the regional transportation network 
that is anticipated over the next 40 years is identified in the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The RTP outlines projects 
for highways, local streets, rail and bus services, and bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities.  There are no plans in the 2050 RTP to 
construct a new trolley alignment in the center of the freeway within 
the North Coast Corridor.  Please note that the I-5 NCC Project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North Coast Corridor transportation.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives previously 
considered for the North Coast Corridor, including trolley service.

Regarding buses, improvements to the regional bus service 
are planned in the 2050 RTP, including new Bus Rapid Transit 
(BRT) lines and additional feeder lines in communities adjacent 
to the freeway.  The RTP identifies a new feeder line, Rapid Bus 
Route 473, to serve the Carmel Valley community.  Feeder line 
buses would utilize the proposed High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/
Managed Lanes, and direct access ramps (DARs) are proposed 
at two locations (Voigt Drive and Manchester Avenue) to provide 
buses with access to the HOV/Managed Lanes without using the 
general purpose lanes.  While specific BRT facilities would not be 
constructed as part of this project, future use of the HOV/Managed 
Lanes by BRT vehicles would not be precluded.

Intersections adjacent to freeway ramps are signalized, and 
contain striping and signage to facilitate safe pedestrian and bicycle 
movement.  Grade-separated pedestrian and/or bicycle facilities 
are proposed at some locations along the North Coast Corridor, 
including new or replaced pedestrian and/or bicycle overcrossings 
and pedestrian and/or bicycle bridges that would be suspended 
from some interchange structures.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in 
Appendix K, and Section 2.3 of the Final EIR/EIS.
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             1   we need a whole lot more of those overpasses and

             2   underpasses for bikes, but they won't build those because

             3   every time they say, "We can't spend that kind of money  

             4   on bikes," so whatever.

             5             That's what I would do if I were spending the  

             6   money.

             7             Okay.  My last comment is on carpool lanes, and  

             8   none of these guys could give me the answer.  So my  

             9   question is -- okay, let me just say, I believe that  

            10   great majority of people in carpool lanes are there  

            11   because they're mom's taking their kids to school.   

            12   They're people who happen to be two in the car today for  

            13   whatever reason, they're simply groups of people who  

            14   simply choose to ride together, but it's not connected to  

            15   workers desire to share the road to work and back.  I  

            16   think ridesharing for workers, was probably the only

            17   intent of a carpool lane.  They claim it's supposed to  

            18   encourage people to share the ride to work and back.  I

            19   don't believe it.  I just -- and I've been looking at

            20   this for years.  I peek in windows, you know, for

            21   carpool.

            22 And I just think that if there's a stated  

            23   purpose for carpool lanes, whatever they invented them in  

            24   the past was to get workers to carpool to work, I think

            25   they failed.  And if they're going to add more carpool  
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In regard to your comments on carpool lanes, the intent of carpool 
lanes, also referred to as HOV/Managed Lanes, is to encourage 
any vehicular users to share rides when common destinations are 
identified.  Those trips can be tied to work, school, or recreation.  
Any time single-occupant vehicles are removed from highway 
general purpose lanes, it is considered positive.  The inclusion 
of carpool lanes within the I-5 corridor is identified in a number of 
related planning documents, including the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) 
and the North Coast Transportation Study.  HOV/Managed Lanes 
have been shown to provide an important commuting option, 
encourage ridesharing, and, as stated in Section 1.3.5 of the 
EIR/EIS, provide additional highway capacity in a constrained 
corridor while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  Within the project corridor, approximately 
13 percent of weekday peak period vehicles are HOVs, which 
are anticipated to increase to roughly 10 to 20 percent in 2030, 
while approximately 60 percent of vehicles within the project limits 
during weekend peak periods are HOVs (refer to Section 3.6.3.1,
Traffic and Transportation).

Regarding the addition of general purpose lanes in lieu of carpool 
lanes, please note that additional general purpose lanes do 
not provide the certainty in travel time that can be attained with 
HOV/Managed Lanes, which are monitored for flow, and which 
individual-occupant cars can also use upon payment of an identified 
fee.  Alternatives proposing only general purpose lanes without 
carpool and/or Managed Lanes did not answer projected needs 
as well as those with the HOV/Managed Lanes (see Section 2.6.1
of the Final EIR/EIS).
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             1   lanes, they should go study this again, I would.  If they

             2   have to add more lanes, add a travel lane, don't just  

             3   carry on this belief that carpool lanes encourage workers  

             4   to share the ride to work, because I don't think it does.  

             5             Thank you. 

             6

             7             My name is Karen Grant.  And my address is 2746  

             8   Caminito Cedros, and that's in Del Mar.   

             9             Well, Del Mar 92014.  I'm commenting on the  

            10   noise study, just reviewed the EIR with your No. 1 sound

            11   person, and I don't know what her name is, the tall lady,  

            12   Jane, and she went through the entire document to try and  

            13   show me where the cumulative impact of sound effects, the  

            14   sound level, the noise level of the project widening, as

            15   well as the project that will cumulatively be considered  

            16   the I-56 connector perhaps, which is the EIR due outright

            17   behind this one, when she looked it up in the EIR report,

            18   she found that I made a good finding that there is no  

            19   consideration whatsoever for the future noise impact that  

            20   area at Carmel Valley Road to Del Mar Heights Road, the  

            21   west side, as far as noise is concerned with the addition

            22   of the 56 connector and the widening of the 5.

            23 They only considered the noise level of the

            24   56 -- excuse me, this, the 5 widening and did not  

            25   consider how those two projects would be impacting the  
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Responses to Karen Grant

Traffic noise levels were modeled using Level of Service “C” traffic 
volumes to obtain the worst-case noise scenario.  Traffic volumes 
were based on the SANDAG Series 10 model, which included all 
network projects anticipated to be built within the next 20 years.  
This included the I-5 / SR-56 Interchange project.  It should also 
be noted that modeling prepared for the I-5 / SR-56 Interchange 
project also would include the I-5 NCC Project.  The segment from 
Carmel Valley Road to Del Mar Heights Road was included in the 
noise analysis in Section 3.15 of the EIR/EIS. It is true that the 
Draft EIR/EIS did not include a detailed discussion of potential 
cumulative noise impacts; however, Section 3.25 of the Final 
EIR/EIS does contain this discussion. The Final EIR/EIS notes 
that although the project would contribute to increases in noise 
immediately adjacent to the I-5 corridor, when the North County 
region as a whole is evaluated, the focused nature of I-5 results 
in I-5 noise being relatively restricted in nature. It is concluded 
that the proposed project would have a less than cumulatively 
considerable contribution to regionally cumulative noise impacts.

01
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             1   noise level, so that's going to give some thoughts to  

             2   security.

             3   Is anyone thinking that the actual noise

             4   abatements are even accurate?  This study has been flawed  

             5   according to Jane herself.  And she told me I should come  

             6   and report it to you.  So I think that's profound.  I  

             7   think that's a profound flaw, and I think that needs to

             8   be remedied.   

             9             There are other cumulative impacts as well,  

            10   that were not considered to only cumulative impact that  

            11   actually was documented was a potential for environmental  

            12   impact, because you're going to be looking at walls  

            13   instead of beautiful ocean views or lagoons.  That's  

            14   that.

            15             That's it.  It's pretty major.  You're going to  

            16   do two projects together, you're going to be widening and  

            17   you're going to put a ramp over -- no, right behind it,

            18   that should be considered.

            19

            20             My name is Noel Spaid.   

            21             And I really want a direct answer to exactly  

            22   which properties are being taken.  That's the first thing  

            23   we want to know.  And we want an answer from Caltrans to

            24   all of the statistics and surveys that show when you

            25   build bigger freeways or expand them, okay?  The traffic  
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As the comment does not identify any specific cumulative impacts 
which were not considered in the EIR/EIS, no specific response 
can be offered on this topic.  Cumulative impacts are considered 
in Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, of the EIR/EIS.  With regard 
to the concern for the impacts to views of the ocean and lagoons, 
as discussed in Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS, 
implementation of the proposed project could block some views 
of the ocean due to noise barriers constructed to reduce traffic 
noise.  Efforts to retain these desirable views may include the use 
of transparent materials for soundwalls (refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figure 3-7.122).

The combined effects of I-5 / SR-56 Direct Connectors Project 
with the I-5 NCC Project were considered in the EIR/EIS.  The 
SR-56 project is included as project 11 in the text of Draft EIR/EIS 
Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts, and in Table 3.25.1, Cumulative 
Projects.
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Responses to Noel Spaid

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
acquisitions, which are part of the public record.  It is Caltrans’ 
intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut 
an existing highway system.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition.”  Section 3.4.2, Relocations and Real 
Property Acquisition, identifies the anticipated number of affected 
properties for each build alternative that was fully evaluated in the 
EIR/EIS (refer to Tables 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 3.4.3, 3.4.4a, 3.4.4b, and 
3.4.5).  Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
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comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS 
as the Preferred Alternative.  With regard to specifics, however, 
Caltrans is continuing to refine the project design and working 
to minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to properties 
to the extent possible.  These refinements will continue through 
final project design if a build alternative is selected, and the final 
precise numbers and dimensions of properties required will not be 
known until that time.  Where such impacts cannot be avoided, 
affected properties would be subject to an appraisal to determine 
fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.  The project is not yet final, so it would not be 
proper to distribute a list of properties that would be required as 
this would be premature.

01
cont.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take an extended time period to implement.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, 
the potential for the project to result in increased traffic, referred 
to as induced or latent demand, has been included in project 
analysis and is addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the 
projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated 
to be relatively small (approximately four percent) in association 
with the proposed project, due to a combination of project-specific 
and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the HOV/
Managed Lanes proposed, the number of additional vehicles on 

02

             1   within two to five years, they are 90 percent occupancy.

             2             In other words, it does not solve the problem.

             3   We want the response to the survey that say, that

             4   expanding the freeways are filled up in two to five

             5   years, build it and they come, okay?   

             6             We are obviously opposed to it.  I'm share of  

             7   PLAGUE.  We completely and totally oppose it.  It has not  

             8   worked, and building bigger freeways, expanding it does

             9   not work.

            10   Los Angeles is in gridlock seven hours

            11   everyday. After spending 40 years expanding their

            12   freeways night and day, they are filled up and

            13   overflowing and gridlock, that's what we're going to  

            14   have.  It's time for the City and County of San Diego to  

            15   get together and do a metro plan of light rail, efficient  

            16   buses and express buses and trollies, and become a modern  

            17   city like New York, Chicago, Washington, Tokyo, London  

            18   and all of the other cities that move people not  

            19   machines.  Those are the successful cities, L.A. is not.   

            20             Now, San Diego is going to join L.A. and become  

            21   Southern California where you can't move because of  

            22   gridlock.  It doesn't work, okay?  But we want answers.   

            23   PLAGUE wants answers.

            24             My address and telephone number is:

            25   858.350.8718.
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the road is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.

In regard to your comments regarding actions taken in Los Angeles, 
no one answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway 
system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject 
to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5, and would occur 
simultaneously with other regional efforts to address transportation 
demand, including changes in land use patterns and improvement 
of public transportation alternatives.  Please also refer to the Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation of 
projected growth in traffic over time and the Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation 
improvements, which change over time and can be iterative.

Regarding public transportation such as light rail and express 
buses, please note that the project is only one element of a multi-
agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County Corridor 
transportation.  All modes of transportation, including rail, bus, 
highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are expected to require 
improvement in order for the overall system to work at peak 
efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been actively 
involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please also 
refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding ongoing 
plans and improvements to public transportation.

03

04

02
cont.

Your comment expressing opposition to widening I-5 is noted.  It 
is understood that the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially 
less congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  For 
example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound 
weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be 
approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 
3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 
alternatives.
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             1 My email is spaid@sandoglr.com.  I believe they  

             2   know all that.  And they can go on our web site

             3   Ifiveplague.org.  And you can go on our web site and get

             4   all this information and more, but we want answers;  

             5   specific answers to these questions, how they figure

             6   they're going to do what L.A. has done for 40 years and  

             7   come out with a better result.  It's insane.   

             8

             9             My name is Robert Cotton.   

            10 And just basically, I object to the project.   

            11   I've read it entirely for several reasons, the obvious is

            12   noise.  Increase in noise.  Increase in pollution.  And

            13   more importantly to me, the visual corridor is going to

            14   be interrupted in multiple locations for the entire  

            15   coastline from Oceanside down to Torrey Pines and that's  

            16   not only objectionable, it's irresponsible considering  

            17   that that's one of the characters of San Diego County.   

            18             Finally, that we have not entered into any

            19   dialogue of any contents that would consider alternative

            20   forms of transportation.  And as of today, the major of  

            21   Los Angeles was expressing how successful their rail  

            22   system is working, to the extent that they're going to  

            23   continue to expand that, because it has added  

            24   convenience, mitigated traffic and reduced pollution in  

            25   Los Angeles and we seem to be operating in another decade  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         8 
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03

01

Responses to Robert Cotton

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
noise and pollution (air and water quality) concerns, which are 
part of the public record.  Regarding noise concerns, and as 
discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-related 
sound increases would vary by location, the majority of increases 
within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels (dBA) over 
no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less are generally 
not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Despite this 
conclusion, the project would address existing and future noise 
levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 dBA (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise 
abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis 
Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15.4).  The 
use of such noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated to 
be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

With respect to air quality related pollution, and as described in EIR/
EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
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lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for additional information on air pollutants.

As described in EIR/EIS 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water 
Runoff, potential project-related water quality impacts were 
evaluated in association with the identified build alternatives and 
the No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases: maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the 
nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within 
the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases.  Based on these considerations, the EIR/
EIS appropriately concludes that the project would comply with all 
applicable water quality standards and regulations.

01
cont.

With regard to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of 
each build alternative would be high.  Additionally, this section 
of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that depict roadway 
level visual impacts of the project.  Please refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences between current 
and proposed views.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual 
effects of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along 
I-5 as well as the less than substantial nature of project effects 
anticipated as the viewer leaves the I-5 corridor.

02
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             1   in San Diego, and not considering the same progressive  

             2   moves like the City of Los Angeles are, who have

             3   experienced decades of traffic, congestion and noise and  

             4   pollution and are making the right moves to mitigate  

             5   those.

             6             My concern is this:  That we move forward with  

             7   this without considering those viable alternatives.   

             8             Thank you. 

             9

            10 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I understand that there's a  

            11   big effort to save the oleanders in the middle of the  

            12   road.  Now personally, you can replant those oleanders,

            13   they'll grow back next year.  They'll grow just like they  

            14   do now, so if it causes any increase in cost of its

            15   freeway, you're going backward.  I mean, you got to move  

            16   them out of the way.  We plant them, just don't let them  

            17   cost a lot of money too for the road, trying to --

            18   there's no trees.  They're not going to grow back;  

            19   oleanders can be replanted.

            20             So in other words, if they have to move the  

            21   freeway a little bit or traffic, it's okay to trade our  

            22   oleanders and replant them in another place.   

            23             So do not let the oleanders cost this project,  

            24   add to the cost of this project.  They can always be

            25   replanted if it's necessary.  I hate this thing is  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         9 
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cont.

01

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding 
additional alternatives previously evaluated for the corridor.

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #1

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
While retention of mature and healthy vegetation is preferred 
over replacement when possible, when design requires existing 
vegetation to be removed, the most cost- and environmentally- 
efficient choice overall is made.  For a fast-growing and hardy 
plant like oleander, replacement would be possible.  It is important 
to note that with right-of-way constraints, there is little room for 
adding oleander planting areas without impacting sensitive native 
habitats or homes and businesses.  This would add more costs to 
the project.  For those reasons, the oleanders would be preserved 
in the median where possible.  However, as also discussed 
in this section, the degree of improvements needed to meet 
the objectives of the proposed project would not allow median 
oleanders to be retained and the EIR/EIS indicates that the loss of 
median oleanders would represent a substantial visual impact for 
which there would be no practicable mitigation.

01

03
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             1   costing a billion dollars because they keep moving a  

             2   little bit here or there.

             3             Anyway, that's all.   

             4             (Whereupon the Caltrans Public Meeting  

             5   concluded at 8:00 p.m.) 

             6   \\ 

             7   \\ 

             8

             9

            10

            11

            12

            13

            14

            15

            16

            17

            18

            19

            20

            21

            22

            23

            24

            25
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             1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

             2   COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  ) 

             3

             4

             5

             6            I, Gloria D. Mazon, C.S.R. No. 9356, hereby

             7   certify, that the foregoing statements from this public  

             8   hearing were recorded true to the best of my ability by  

             9   electronic transcription, and supervised under my  

            10   supervision. 

            11

            12             Dated in San Diego, California, this______day,

            13   of_____________,2010. 

            14

            15

            16

            17

            18                           _______________________________ 

            19                             Gloria D. Mazon CSR No. 9356 

            20

            21

            22

            23

            24

            25
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 CARLSBAD, CALIFORNIA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

                               FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

     TAKEN ON: TUESDAY, AUGUST 17, 2010 

                            TAKEN AT:  1635 FARADAY AVENUE

                                       CARLSBAD, CALIFORNIA

                            REPORTER:  GLORIA D. MAZON 

                                       CSR NO. 9356 
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             1   CALTRANS I-5 CORRIDOR HEARING, TUESDAY, AUGUST 17, 2010 

             2                 FARADAY CENTER ROOM 173A-173B 

             3   1635 FARADAY AVENUE, CARLSBAD, CALIFORNIA 

             4                     5:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

             5                            * * * 

             6

             7             My name is Mary Dockken. And the property  

             8   that we're on is down at 2810 Pine Avenue.   

             9 And the problem is that, you know, my mom is --  

            10   we've been there for 50, 60 years where we're at.  And  

            11   you know, we were there when it was two lanes going and  

            12   two lanes coming.  Then we were there before there was no  

            13   lanes at all, because we took Old Highway 101 when we  

            14   used to go to San Diego; yes.

            15             And now then they put the four lanes in, coming  

            16   and going, and they said, "Well, that was going to help,"  

            17   well, that didn't help either.  It never helps.   

            18             And I can't see adding more lanes and more smog  

            19   to the area is going to make it any better.  What they  

            20   need to do is get the mass transit.  They need to get the  

            21   lines going, and the railroad lines can go, they need to

            22   get -- and a lot of people work in Sorento Valley, Kearny

            23   Mesa, all that area, they get dropped off but it's like  

            24   at the coast, where are all these people suppose to get

            25   into work?   

                                CALTRANS I-5 CORRIDOR HEARING            1 
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Responses to Mary Dockken

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your observation that the configuration of I-5 in the corridor has 
continued to evolve is a testament to the fact that modifications 
are required to respond to the continual changes in the demand for 
transportation, as growth has occurred within the northern portion 
of San Diego County.  The project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal syst em.  The use of HOV/Managed Lanes would 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants.  While the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion, it would result in substantially less congestion than 
would occur under the No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined 
in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays 
in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be approximately 
14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 3,700 hours 
for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives. 
As with past improvements, the facilities included in the I-5 NCC 
Project may also not be the final solution for accommodating 
growth in the region.  Accordingly, Caltrans has been working with 
SANDAG to implement its Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) 
for the year 2050.  As discussed in Topical Response “Multimodal 
System,” the RTP is intended to enhance bus and rail transportation 
alternatives as a way to complement the I-5 NCC Project to 
meet the future transportation needs within the corridor.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
information regarding the project’s accommodation of anticipated 
traffic and Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid 
nature of transportation improvements, which change over time 
and can be iterative. 

01
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02 With respect to air quality (“smog”) concerns, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, the project is designed to lower travel times 
through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic 
flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for additional information on air quality issues.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
mass transit options. 

Your comments regarding the need for improved east-west 
commuter transit options would be better addressed to SANDAG, 
NCTD, and the San Diego Metropolitan Transit System (MTS), 
which are the agencies responsible for implementing planned 
improvements to bus and rail services in North County.  

Regarding your reference to Minneapolis, St. Paul, Washington D.C., 
and New York’s public transit service, no one answer is appropriate 
for all cities or transportation systems.  The dense development 
patterns of the four referenced cities allow for heavier use of mass 
transit.  Although San Diego is actively working towards increasing 
use of such facilities, the change is expected to take an extended 
period of time; this is because of the required extensive efforts from 
all cities/communities involved, as well as changes in land use 
patterns and changes in the way of life for local commuters.

03

03
cont.

04

             1             And my son actually works in, I think, it's  

             2   like Carmel Valley, off Carmel Valley Road.  And that's  

             3   what it is, there's no inland, you know, for them to be  

             4   transported to the big computer places.   

             5             They have fantastic transportation system in  

             6   Minneapolis and St. Paul and DC, I don't know why they  

             7   can't have it here.  We can have it here, yeah.  And I  

             8   know they say, "Well, you can't get people out of their  

             9   cars."

            10             Well, you know, maybe if they -- it's not  

            11   convenient.  All it is, is because my sister-in-law gets  

            12   on the thing they put in Minneapolis two blocks away from  

            13   her house and she can go any place downtown, down to the  

            14   ballpark where they play the ball, any place fantastic in  

            15   Minneapolis.

            16             Well, even New York, New York has a subway  

            17   system and stuff.  I mean to me, adding more lanes is  

            18   ridiculous.  They don't want to take that Pio Pico, they  

            19   don't want to touch that park, why not?  I mean, I can't  

            20   understand the park, because now that park -- I mean,  

            21   it's not that valuable, because how many people go there?   

            22   Not very, very many people go there; no.   

            23             And so, I can't see why it would be so  

            24   important.  The only thing I can think of, is the City

            25   has an interest in that park.  Oh, I'm sure of that, the

                                CALTRANS I-5 CORRIDOR HEARING            2 

The City of Carlsbad Department of Parks and Recreation, rather 
than Caltrans, is the government entity in charge of parks in the area 
you have referenced.  Please note that any comments regarding 
Holiday Park, off Pio Pico Drive, would be more appropriately 
directed to that office.

04
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04
cont.

01

02

01

             1   City of Carlsbad.  But they took the Pine school down,

             2   they've got a park there.  Yeah, they do have that, put  

             3   how many parks?  Yeah, because there is Pine School, and

             4   that's a big park now, and that's got the swing sets and  

             5   everything and the baseball diamond, they don't need that  

             6   other one, that's ridiculous.  That needs to be -- they

             7   have other parks in Carlsbad that they can go to.  And

             8   they're beautiful parks.   

             9

            10             My name is Abi Lawrance.  I live at 835  

            11   Stratford Drive, Encinitas.

            12             I'm one street away from Devonshire.  And  

            13   already the noise is impossible.  I can't keep my windows  

            14   open on the east side of the house because the noise is

            15   so bad, and even if they put the sound wall in, there's  

            16   still going to be noise; more noise.

            17 So I am against this project completely.

            18             Okay.  Thank you. 

            19

            20             My name is Mike O'Connell.  And my address is  

            21   1044 Laguna Drive, No. 18, Carlsbad, 92008.

            22             My patio is 468 feet directly west of the

            23   freeway, between the freeway and myself is a retirement  

            24   community on Las Villas Carlsbad, it's 1088 Laguna Drive.   

            25             Several of the proposals will cut in severely  

                                CALTRANS I-5 CORRIDOR HEARING            3 

Responses to Abi Lawrance

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-related 
noise concerns in the area west of I-5 and south of Requeza 
Street in the City of Encinitas, which are part of the public record.  
As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although project-
related noise increases would vary by location, the majority of 
increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section
3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the 
project in appropriate locations, including S671 in the vicinity of 
the subject property (835 Stratford Drive; refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 33).  S671 would provide “feasible” noise 
abatement for associated noise receptors (refer to EIR/EIS Table 
3.15.21), although it was determined not to be “reasonable” due 
to the estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” 
allowance (Table 3.15.22). Nonetheless, S671 is preliminarily 
recommended for construction at heights of 12 to 14 feet to abate 
for “severely impacted” noise receptors.  With implementation of 
S671, projected future noise levels at R10.3B (the closest noise 
receptor to the subject property) would be 63 dBA, four dBA

01
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lower than the current level of 67 dBA (refer to EIR/EIS Table 
3.15.21).  Existing and future noise levels at the subject property 
are anticipated to be somewhat lower than those noted at R10.3B, 
due to its location approximately 200 feet west of and behind this 
noise receptor (based on review of Google Maps).  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information regarding project noise and soundwall analysis.

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.02

01
cont.

01

Responses to Mike O’Connell

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
impacts, which are part of the public record.  It is Caltrans’ intent to 
avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an existing 
highway system.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property 
Acquisition.”  Regarding the Las Villas De Carlsbad nursing facility, 
it is anticipated that none of the project build alternatives would 
impact this property.  As shown in Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3,
Sheet 55, a soundwall (S821) is preliminarily recommended along 
the edge of the freeway right-of-way.  This soundwall, if ultimately 
approved for construction, would not displace existing parking or 
access to the retirement community.  

Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  There would be no partial acquisitions 
with the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative (Preferred Alternative) at 
this property.  A temporary construction easement (TCE) would 
be required to construct a retaining wall, which could temporarily 
impact the frontage roadway (inside the property) parallel to the 
freeway.  The proposed retaining wall would be constructed on 
and along the existing right-of-way fence, located approximately 
35 feet from the nursing facility building, closer to the freeway.



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-83

             1   into their property and will actually come right up  

             2   against their skilled nursing care facility and block the

             3   north entrance to their parking lot and take out about 30

             4   percent of their parking.

             5             And so, I am also concerned about the effects  

             6   of the proposed widening it'll have on my property  

             7   values, the HOA there also.  So I've got 21 other owners  

             8   that are, you know, concerned also.

             9             But my primary concern, is that nursing home  

            10   that's next door.  That's between our condominium project  

            11   and the freeway.  That's my primary concern.   

            12             And that's all.   

            13

            14 My name is Mario Monroy.  My address is 749

            15   Magnolia Avenue, Unit B, Carlsbad, 92008.

            16   And my telephone number is area code,  

            17   760.729.7242.

            18             My question is, I need to know the amount  

            19   weight of hydrocarbon exhausted by the cars on the

            20   existing freeway, between Carlsbad Village Drive and  

            21   Tamarack in a 24-hour period.   

            22             In addition to that, I need to know the weight

            23   of the wear and tear produced by the tires in the cars.

            24 The reason why I am interested in the tires,  

            25   because it's also very fine and the wind carries that, in  

                                CALTRANS I-5 CORRIDOR HEARING            4 
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cont.

Similarly, TCEs and partial acquisitions would also be required for 
the other build alternatives, with the frontage roadway (which is 
used for parking purposes) and the north entrance to this property 
impacted under those build scenarios.  The retaining wall proposed 
by the 8+4 Barrier alternative would be located approximately 9 
feet from the nursing facility building, closer to the freeway.  The 
retaining wall proposed by the 10+4 Barrier alternative would be 
located approximately 14 feet from the nursing facility building, 
closer to the freeway.  This is because the proposed planting 
pocket next to the retaining wall was eliminated from the 10+4 
Barrier alternative to minimize noise impacts.

01
cont.

Based on discussion provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community
Impacts, substantial adverse impacts to local property values are 
not anticipated from project implementation because a number 
of larger factors drive property values in the San Diego region. 
These factors include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, 
accessibility to public facilities and amenities, neighborhood 
affiliation, lifestyle, etc., as well as a potential increase in property 
values over time.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Property 
Valuation” for criteria that may affect property values.

02

03 With respect potential project impacts to the Las Villas De Carlsbad 
nursing facility, please refer to the response to your Comment 01 
above.

Responses to Mario Monroy

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
expressing support for the proposed project and identifying 
concerns related to air quality impacts and the associated 
generation of particulate matter (PM) from sources such as 
tire wear.  For general air quality concerns, and as described 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and 
the smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, 
project implementation would result in lower overall air emissions 
and related improvements to air quality compared to existing 
conditions.  For PM concerns, the noted project improvements 
to traffic operations would also contribute to lower PM emissions 

01
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             1   addition there's metal in the tires.  So I need to know  

             2   that, because I think Caltrans -- that's between Tamarack  

             3   and Carlsbad Village Drive, we have a Holiday park and a  

             4   Catholic school right next to the freeway.

             5             And so, we need to mitigate this.  I have no  

             6   problem with the freeway, we need it.   

             7             And that's it.   

             8

             9             My name is Farrah Douglas.  I wanted to comment  

            10   that this presentation was not very clear for ordinary

            11   people like myself, we are not engineers.  We don't  

            12   understand the strives, and it's hard to figure out who  

            13   is part of the CTD to come and explain it to us, what are  

            14   these drawings?  What do they mean?   

            15             My recommendation was, why didn't they do a  

            16   theatre-style sitting here and have a cover point

            17   presentation to clear the dimension on the slide, so  

            18   people could really see?

            19             For example, close to Batiquitos Lagoon, it  

            20   will have made more sense if we could sit here and watch  

            21   a three-dimensional slide presentation of how they   

            22   actually come to together.  They are showing some part of  

            23   having suspending bridges for pedestrian, especially  

            24   overlooking the lagoon, but in this slide the one

            25   dimensional drawings, we don't get it; couldn't they do  
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when compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project 
would therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards
and is unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing nonattainment of those standards.  Additionally, based 
on screening that used U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
PM guidance (described in Section 3.14), the proposed project
is not a Project of Air Quality Concern because of the relatively 
low truck volumes and percentage of traffic when comparing build 
alternatives against a No Build alternative.  A number of measures 
are also identified in Section 3.14 to control construction-related 
particulate generation (e.g., dust).  Calculation of pollutant weights 
on a specific freeway is not practical and is unnecessary as 
pollutant levels for this project would decrease relative to current 
conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
for additional information.

01
cont.
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Response to Farrah Douglas

Thank you for your comments.  Exhibits provided at the meeting 
were intended to illustrate the general footprint of the proposed 
project and its relationship to existing development and 
natural resources within the I-5 corridor.  Layouts of proposed 
alternatives, typical cross sections, visual simulations, and aerial 
photograph plans were available at this hearing.  Models and 
three-dimensional simulations were not considered necessary for 
this project given its relatively simple configuration.  The I-5 NCC 
Project EIR/EIS and technical studies contain many typical cross-
sections and visual simulations to convey how the facility would 
operate and how the area would change with the project.  While 
it’s unfortunate that you experienced issues with the audio clarity 
at the Carlsbad public hearing, please note that under the Caltrans 
hearing format, technical and planning staff are available to answer 
specific questions one-on-one, to assist you in understanding the 
information being displayed.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Meeting Format” for more discussion of the public meeting format 
objectives.



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-85

             1   models and three-dimensional slides for us?   

             2             And it's very loud here.  I've asked several  

             3   questions of people, I can't even hear what they're  

             4   answering me.  I sat down to watch the video they had, I  

             5   could not hear it at all.

             6             So it's kind of like a waste of energy because  

             7   it's not coming home.  I don't get it.  I'm the Chair of  

             8   the Planning Commission.  And I'm also a candidate for  

             9   City Counsel.

            10

            11              ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  In Del Mar, I've lived  

            12   here for 28 years and the congestion at Del Mar has been

            13   notorious in both directions, and what they need to do is

            14   charge a special tax assessment to everybody living in  

            15   Del Mar, because they're getting great benefit from the  

            16   revenue of the race track and the County Fair there, they  

            17   can help, you know, supplement the cost, since they're  

            18   getting so much of the tax cut of the revenue benefit and

            19   their area is the biggest problem where we need to  

            20   address the congestion issue.

            21             Instead of them, you know, being against  

            22   handling more capacity, they ought to be adding up for an

            23   extra assessment and paying for more, a little more than  

            24   the rest of us, because they're benefiting; really.     

            25             There's an attorney there that's fighting it.   
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Response to Anonymous Commenter #1

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please note, however, that Caltrans does not have the ability to 
levy special local taxes.
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             1   And I don't know where he's coming from, because I've   

             2   lived here for 28 years.  I've witnessed probably 100  

             3   accidents coming down the freeway, either from the north  

             4   or the south where people weren't expecting the right  

             5   lane to be coming to such a slow speed and then banging  

             6   into the back of people.

             7 And so, it's a real challenge to get past Del

             8   Mar.  You always get held up.  It always slows the

             9   journey down both directions.  It's crazy for that guy to  

            10   be, you know, causing more cost by suing, when he should

            11   be the one paying more for the cost.   

            12

            13             My name is Doug Anderson.   

            14 Basically the top of it, helping the southbound

            15   commuting in the morning at Manchester.  If Manchester

            16   could have its own lane all the way through and starting

            17   the southbound carpool lane down a mile or so, so  

            18   Manchester wouldn't only be a half mile line and get off  

            19   the next exits, so Manchester could go all the way

            20   through and all the cars wouldn't be backing everyday,  

            21   because so many cars get on there and they move to the  

            22   next lanes and it just backs it up all the way, sometimes  

            23   all the bay way back to Camp Pendleton.  I'm either in it  

            24   or I look at my phone every day, like, at 5:00 evenings

            25   is even worse, I-5 North, the two lanes go into four
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Response to Doug Anderson

Thank you for your comments regarding recommendations for 
improved traffic flow near the Manchester Avenue Interchange, 
which are part of the public record.  As illustrated on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.1a through 2-2.1d, auxiliary lanes exist or are proposed 
along I-5 north and south of Manchester Avenue.  Consistent with 
your comment, it is anticipated that these lanes would help maintain 
traffic flow in this area.  
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             1   lanes, there's not much you could do, I guess, but this  

             2   seems like a little Band-Aid.   

             3             So Manchester is right here (indicating), see?   

             4   And then, it's like yellow traffic like all the way like,  

             5   to Poinsettia easily in the morning.  So it's like 35, 40  

             6   all the way down because Manchester, all those cars  

             7   coming down there.  I thought if it had its own lane, all

             8   these cars wouldn't be merging over if it had its own  

             9   lane and might be more of a free-flowing commute to I-5  

            10   south in the morning.

            11             Thank you. 

            12

            13              ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  They should blow up the

            14   train until they can go to the airport, because going to  

            15   the airport with the train is just the most basic  

            16   no-brainer you can even imagine, but the politics is  

            17   preventing them from doing those obvious basic things we  

            18   need to do, you know, we have to think all around that

            19   idea, but we can't think about the obvious, because, you  

            20   know, the politics, the taxis, the parking, all the other

            21   revenues, shuttles, whatever, going to the airport,  

            22   traffic and everything else.

            23             So they need to blow the train up, until they

            24   can get it to go to the airport. 

            25
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Response to Anonymous Commenter #2

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are intended to focus on the 
environmental adequacy of the studies completed for the proposed 
project.  Although your comments are now part of the public record, 
no response to this comment is provided as it does not address 
the I-5 NCC Project.
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             1 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  My address is 6914 Waters  

             2   End Drive, Carlsbad, 92011.

             3             Myself and the Waters End Community, are  

             4   concerned about the noise caused by the traffic on I-5,

             5   which can be heard very clearly from our backyard

             6   balconies and inside our homes.   

             7             The backyards of our homes face the I-5  

             8   Highway, and use of the area is significantly impacted by  

             9   highway noise now, and most likely, more with highway

            10   expansion.

            11             Sound measurements has not been conducted at  

            12   our residences.  This should have been done.  Our homes  

            13   are within the range of the highway, that should be

            14   measured 200-to-500 feet, I don't know exactly.   

            15             In addition to direct noise from the highways,  

            16   we are concerned about reflection noise from planned  

            17   sound barriers on the other side of the highway.

            18             I'm requesting sound measurements to be taken  

            19   at our residences, at the 6900 block of Waters End Drive,  

            20   Carlsbad.  We request the sound impact analysis to be

            21   completed.  A sound barrier on the west side of I-5 north  

            22   of the Poinsettia exit is needed to keep property value,

            23   quality of life and healthy living at 6914 Waters End  

            24   Drive.

            25             Thank you.
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Response to Anonymous Commenter #3

Thank you for your comment regarding noise concerns in the area 
west of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane in the City of Carlsbad 
(6914 Waters End Drive).  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, noise measurements were taken at representative locations 
(noise receptors) within the project limits for reasons including the 
establishment of baseline conditions and assessment of project-
related noise effects.  These representative measurement locations 
are used to verify the results of noise modeling conducted for the 
project.  As illustrated on Table 3.15.29, existing noise levels along 
Waters End Drive range from approximately 61 decibels (dBA; at 
6968 Waters End Drive) to 63 dBA (at 6908 Waters End Drive).  These 
levels are substantially less than the 67 dBA threshold that triggers 
requirements to lessen anticipated noise levels from a project.

All project-related noise measurements and modeling were 
conducted in conformance with applicable Caltrans and FHWA 
standards and guidance, including the selection of noise receptor 
locations.  While existing and projected sound levels are not 
reported for every residence along Waters End Drive, the noted 
noise receptors are considered representative of the neighborhood.  

With respect to potential reflection noise from the identified soundwall 
on the east side of I-5, while soundwalls do have the potential to 
reflect a small amount of noise, any potential increase in noise levels 
in the subject area would be minor based on these considerations: 
(1) the width of the freeway corridor would provide attenuation and 
dissemination of any reflected noise from the identified soundwall 
on the east side of I-5; (2) future noise levels west of the freeway 
would be below established regulatory requirements for abatement; 
(3) the presence of several large intervening commercial structures 
would provide potential shielding from freeway noise; and (4) the 
location of the subject area approximately 500 feet west of the I-5 
corridor would provide attenuation.

The project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach or exceed a level of 67 dBA and where 
abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property 
owners.  The noise receptors along Waters End Drive are projected 
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to receive noise levels of approximately 64 to 66 dBA with project 
implementation.  In addition, these residences are shielded by a 
row of hotels and commercial buildings and are located behind an 
existing six-foot property wall.  As a result, a soundwall located 
along the right-of-way would not provide “feasible” noise reduction 
to these second-row receivers.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information regarding 
project noise and soundwall analysis.

Additionally, based on discussion provided in EIR/EIS Section 3.4,
Community Impacts, substantial adverse impacts to local property 
values are not anticipated from project implementation.  Please 
refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for criteria that may 
affect property values.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Visual/Community Effects” regarding potential effects of proposed 
I-5 modifications on North County and why those effects are not 
expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall 
quality of life in communities near the highway.

01
cont.
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             1             ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  So the Coaster needs to be

             2   expanded, for like more times of day; yes.  We also need  

             3   to stop in Del Mar on the day of the race track, because  

             4   that's a very popular area.   

             5

             6             My name is John Digiacmo.  I live at 3471  

             7   Jefferson Street.  I'm about a block-and-a-half-west of  

             8   the freeway, and I have two concerns.

             9             No. 1, is the noise.  The noise already is

            10   nearly unbearable, especially in the mornings during rush

            11   hour, and I'm concerned that widening the freeway is   

            12   going to make the noise even worse and further

            13   deteriorating the quality of life in my neighborhood.   

            14             The second concern I have is, if the expansion

            15   is going through and this is being done in cooperation

            16   with SANDAG, and trying to fund alternative ways to take

            17   pressure off the freeways and get more people on trains,  

            18   which is a great idea and SANDAG, I understand wants to

            19   put a second set of tracks, which is going through my

            20   neighborhood.  I'm about four blocks from the track and  

            21   block-and-a-half from the freeway, so I am negatively   

            22   impacted by both the expansion of the freeway and the  

            23   expansion of the tracks, and not only myself, but many  

            24   other neighbors.

            25             And the noise from the trains right now is 24/7
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Response to Anonymous Commenter #4

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

The I-5 NCC Project is only one part of a larger transportation 
upgrade being developed for the corridor, including significant 
expansion to the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) heavy rail line.  Please refer to Topical Response “Rail 
Preference” for additional information.  Comments regarding rail 
service and stops would be better addressed to the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) and North County 
Transit District (NCTD), which are the agencies responsible for 
implementing upgrades to the rail system.

Responses to John Digiacomo

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
regarding potential project-related noise and quality of life concerns 
in the area west of I-5 and north of Tamarack Avenue in the City of 
Carlsbad.  As discussed in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although 
project-related noise increases would vary by location, the majority 
of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or fewer decibels 
(dBA) over no build conditions.  Changes of three dBA or less 
are generally not detectable by the average healthy human ear.  
Despite this conclusion, the project would address existing and 
future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required by 
the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in 
Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been identified for 
the project in appropriate locations, including S811 in the vicinity 
of the subject property (3471 Jefferson Street; refer to Final   
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 53).  S811 was determined to be both 
“feasible” and “reasonable” under FHWA and Caltrans guidelines, 
although due to potential visual/aesthetic “tunneling” effects the 
preliminarily recommended height of this soundwall was reduced 
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01
cont.

to 10 feet (refer to EIR/EIS Section 3.15 and Tables 3.15.35 and 
3.15.36).  With implementation of S811 as described, projected 
future noise levels at the closest noise receptors to the subject 
property (R17.24 through R17.27) would be 67 dBA (i.e., at or 
below existing noise levels, refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.35).  While 
S811 may not provide noise abatement at the subject property 
due to the intervening distance, associated future noise levels are 
anticipated to be somewhat lower than those at the noted noise 
receptors due to its location approximately 450 to 475 feet west 
of (and behind) the closest of those noise receptors (i.e., R17.24 
and R17.26, based on review of Google Maps).  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information regarding project noise and soundwall analysis. 

Based on the discussion above, no substantial impact to quality 
of life in the noted location is anticipated due to noise impacts.  
For more information regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 
modifications on North County and why those effects are not 
expected to result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall 
quality of life in the communities near the highway, please refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects.”  

This comment is correct in noting that improvements must be 
made to all forms of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, 
pedestrian routes, and bikeways, to relieve congestion on 
freeways.  As such, the proposed project is only one element of 
a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation.  Caltrans has been actively involved in 
this regional multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for 
implementing only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  
For more information on planned rail improvements, please refer 
to Topical Response “Rail Preference.”  

02

             1   and a second set of tracks that are being doubled the

             2   amount, as opposed to one.  And understanding, I'd rather  

             3   see the train expand than the freeway; however, if SANDAG

             4   is going to negatively impact our communities, that they  

             5   should also fund projects such as better beach access for  

             6   the residences to be able to walk from east of the tracks

             7   to west of the tracks and thereby, giving access to the  

             8   beach.

             9  In Carlsbad, the Chestnut crossing is the

            10   logical place to put an underpass and SANDAG should be  

            11   funding the underpass to pedestrians in this pass to get

            12   from the east side of the track to the west side of the

            13   tracks giving beach access to everybody, even east to the  

            14   freeway because there is another pass to the freeway also  

            15   in Chestnut.

            16 So essentially, all the residents from Highland  

            17   west to Tyler Street, we'd have access then of walking to  

            18   the beach and not having to go through Carlsbad Village  

            19   or down south to Tamarack.   

            20             If SANDAG is going to take, then they should

            21   give something back too. 

            22             And that's it.     

            23

            24  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  First one is, if major  

            25   alternative side streets, like Camino Real could be also  
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Responses to Anonymous Commenter #5

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of the 
public record.  El Camino Real is an alternate north-south route to 
I-5.  Synchronizing traffic signals or other modifications would be 
the responsibility of the local jurisdictions.  The capacity of such 
roadways is, however, limited relative to capacity of freeways.
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             1   used as an alternative with synchronized lights, traffic

             2   lights.  Also, the expansion of the railroad tracks and

             3   the expansion of the service for Coaster and Amtrak, with  

             4   more service, more frequent service as well as the  

             5   express buses that may run on the freeway, if all of that  

             6   in combination can obviate such a huge expansion of the  

             7   footprints of the freeway.

             8             I think that's all I have.   

             9

            10             Our names are Chris and Karie Galindo.  Our  

            11   address is P.O. Box 130752, Carlsbad, California 92013.

            12 So what our option would be, the eight plus

            13   four instead of the ten plus four configuration, instead

            14   of the 10 plus four.

            15             And then we would like to see if they can do

            16   another analysis of the sound decibels -- in what area?   

            17   The area is 13.13.  And the receptor area 13.14 and 13.7.

            18             And we would also prefer to have those sound

            19   barriers installed in those areas, because the

            20   proposed -- what is it?  Decibels, the current decibels

            21   are in the 68 range and are proposed to be in the 72

            22   range.  So we would like for them to reconsider a sound  

            23   barrier in that area, on the west side.

            24             That's it.   

            25             My other concern after looking at this project  
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Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All of the modes 
of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order for 
the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to 
many of these.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  The proposed use of HOV/Managed 
Lanes, for example, provides additional highway capacity by 
increasing the number of vehicle occupants, while minimizing 
impacts to the environment and surrounding communities.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  The proposed project 
design also includes direct access ramps (DARs) at Voigt Drive 
and Manchester Avenue, which would allow direct access to the 
freeway HOV/Managed Lanes for buses, and result in increased 
opportunities for local and regional public transportation service.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.

02

As discussed in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” 
enhancement of bus and rail service within the North County 
Corridor would not be sufficient, in and of themselves, to handle 
future transportation demand in the corridor.  The analysis of 
future No Build conditions contained in the EIR/EIS, for example, 
assumes implementation of the proposed rail double-tracking 
(refer to Section 2.2.4, No Build Alternative).  Based on regional 
growth projections, upgrades to each of these modes of travel are 
needed to accommodate future transportation needs.

03

Responses to Chris and Karie Galindo

Thank you for your comments regarding a preference for an 
8+4 alternative, which are part of the public record.  Following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 
Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been addressed 
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in this Final EIR/EIS, is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS, and is consistent with your preference.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative. 

01
cont.

Regarding project-related noise concerns, and as discussed in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a 
level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1), numerous soundwalls have been 
identified for the project in appropriate locations.  This comment 
identifies “area 13.13 and noise receptor area 13.14 and 13.7.”  
Based on these sites and other references in this comment to the 
west side of I-5, it is assumed that the area of interest is located 
west of I-5 and north of Poinsettia Lane between noise receptors 
R13.7 (7459 Mermaid Lane) and R13.13 (7330 San Bartolo).  As 
described in Section 3.15, a soundwall (S737) was identified for 
portions of this area, and was determined to provide “feasible” 
noise abatement for noise receptors R13.13 through R13.16 under 
FHWA and Caltrans criteria (refer to Table 13.15.27).  Because the 
estimated cost of S737 exceeded the “reasonable” cost allowance, 
however, this soundwall was determined not to be “reasonable” 
under applicable criteria and is not recommended for construction 
(refer to Table 3.15.28).  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information regarding 
project noise and soundwall analysis.  It should also be noted that 
existing and projected future (with the project and no soundwall) 
noise levels at R13.7 are 54 and 57 dBA, respectively (refer to 
Table 3.15.27), with associated noise abatement therefore not 
applicable based on the described FHWA and Caltrans guidelines.

With respect to the location of proposed soundwalls on the east 
side of I-5 in the subject area, and as discussed above, all identified 
noise receptors and soundwalls are evaluated independently 
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             1   online, I noticed that the sound barriers are more  

             2   prevalent on the east side versus the west side of the

             3   whole project from Oceanside to Manchester.  So I just  

             4   understand cost-wise, it's worth -- most residents are  

             5   opposed to the sound barrier, but I would like them to

             6   reconsider on the west side to look at that.

             7  I do have one other request.  I don't like the  

             8   HOV lanes.  They aren't going to provide -- we don't want

             9   the -- we want more exits and access exits in that HOV  

            10   lanes.

            11             Then the four proposed, we'd like -- what's it  

            12   called?  I don't need the -- we don't want the wall  

            13   barrier, we just want the marked stripe with more access  

            14   egress points, where they have the two HOV lanes on each  

            15   side of the freeway.  One is designed to have the wall in  

            16   between the HOV lane and freeway, we don't want the wall.   

            17   We would like to see it without the wall, which is

            18   striped and then more where we can get in and out.  One  

            19   is called barrier and one is called stripe; yeah.

            20             Put us on the mailing list.   

            21             Thank you. 

            22             (Whereupon the Caltrans I-5 Corridor Hearing  

            23   concluded at 8:00 p.m.) 

            24   \\ 

            25   \\ 
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Regarding your opposition to the proposed High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes and desire for more access points 
to the HOV/Managed Lanes, access to the HOV/Managed Lanes 
would be provided by Intermediate Access Points (IAPs) and 
Direct Access Ramps (DARs).  IAPs are at grade and adjacent to 
the general purpose lanes and allow motorists to enter and exit the 
HOV/Managed Lanes from the far left lane of the general purpose 
lanes (i.e., fast lane).  IAPs are proposed at various locations 
along I-5 in both the northbound and southbound direction.  
Signage would be provided within the HOV/Managed Lanes to 
notify motorists in advance of the upcoming IAP to use for specific 
freeway exits so that vehicles have adequate time to transition 
from the HOV/Managed Lanes into the general purpose lanes and 
the freeway exits.  Signage would also be provided in the general 
purpose lanes of upcoming IAPs.  Lanes would be striped to 
provide clear access and transition between the general purpose 
and HOV/Managed Lanes.  The limitation of access to and from 
the HOV lanes helps to maintain traffic flow and is therefore an 
important element of the project design.  Drivers who are at a point 
in their trips when they need greater access to other lanes should 
remain in non-managed lanes for the freeway for that portion of 
their trips.

DARs provide transit vehicles, carpools, and toll-paying customers 
grade-separated access to the HOV/Managed Lanes without 
using the general purpose lanes.  They are designed to reduce 
travel times and delays for those vehicles, as well as for riders 
using nearby transit centers and park and ride lots, by redirecting 
trips from the freeway interchanges and general purpose lanes 
directly to the HOV/Managed Lanes.  DARs are proposed at Voigt 
Drive and Manchester Avenue.  

03

02
cont.

under FHWA and Caltrans “feasible” and “reasonable” criteria, with 
related recommendations to construct or not construct determined 
accordingly.
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With respect to your preference for buffer-separated 
HOV/Managed Lanes, the project alternatives propose 
HOV/Managed Lanes that would be separated from the general 
purpose lanes with either a barrier or a buffer.  Consistent with 
your preference, the Preferred Alternative would use a striped 
buffer rather than the barrier between the HOV/Managed Lanes 
and general purpose lanes.  Regarding greater ingress and egress 
options, please also refer to the response to your Comment 03.

05

04

Thank you for your interest in the project and attendance at the 
meeting.  Individuals who have expressed interest in the project or 
provided a comment during the public review process have been 
added to the project mailing list.
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             1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

             2   COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  ) 

             3

             4

             5

             6            I, Gloria D. Mazon, C.S.R. No. 9356, hereby

             7   certify, that the foregoing statements from this public  

             8   hearing were recorded true to the best of my ability by  

             9   electronic transcription, and supervised under my  

            10   supervision. 

            11

            12             Dated in San Diego, California, this______day,

            13   of_____________,2010. 

            14

            15

            16                       __________________________________ 

            17                          Gloria D. Mazon CSR No. 9356 

            18

            19

            20

            21

            22

            23

            24

            25
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                        SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

         FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

     TAKEN ON:  TUESDAY, AUGUST 24, 2010

     TAKEN AT:  606 LOMAS SANTA FE DRIVE 

                                       SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA

                            REPORTER:  GLORIA D. MAZON 

                                       CSR NO. 9356 



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-98

             1      CALTRANS I-5 NORTH HEARING, TUESDAY, AUGUST 24, 2010

             2    SKYLINE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL - SOLANA BEACH SCHOOL DISTRICT 

             3       606 LOMAS SANTA FE DRIVE, SOLANA BEACH, CALIFORNIA

             4                      4:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

             5                             * * * 

             6

             7 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  As a writer, what you look

             8   for is motivation; here, I think it's the developments,  

             9   why?  Because when this, if it ever gets built, all those  

            10   lanes of traffic to and from, will impede on Orange  

            11   County, and the developers will then say, "We need the  

            12   San Onofre toll road.

            13             The toll road was so unfairly and unjustly

            14   turned down, we can build couple of thousand homes off  

            15   the water; don't worry about the water.  If we build it,  

            16   the water will come, trust us."   

            17             And that's what it'll take.  The developers 

            18   are behind this whole thing.  They want the road in, not

            19   to relieve traffic, but along with the money that will go  

            20   with construction, we'll get the toll road and we'll look  

            21   like L.A.

            22             End of story. 

            23

            24

            25
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01

Response to Anonymous Commenter #1

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
While it is true that the proposed improvements are intended to 
accommodate future as well as existing demand, the improvements 
are not designed to benefit developers.  As discussed in Topical 
Response “Projected Growth,” natural population increase (births 
minus deaths) accounts for approximately two-thirds of projected 
growth.  Thus, the majority of projected growth would occur even 
if no additional people moved into the region.  For the portion of 
growth that is related to migration, improvements to the highway 
are not expected to independently bring new residents to San 
Diego; that is a function of job, housing, and educational availability, 
among other things.

Implementation of the proposed improvements would not directly 
influence the future of the San Onofre toll road referenced in 
this comment.  The I-5 NCC Project is proposed in response to 
anticipated transportation needs within the North County Corridor.  
While it is true that construction of the proposed improvements 
would create temporary jobs in the region, creation of jobs to 
benefit local contractors is not the project’s purpose.

01
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             1             My name is Richard Bosch.   

             2 And I'm with the Cardiff Homeowners Association  

             3   in Cardiff.  And I'm delighted to see that this is going  

             4   to be, and I'm sure the community is.  See, the sound  

             5   walls that are planned for a corporation along the

             6   parameter, the eastern parameter of Cardiff Cove, at  

             7   Manchester and I-5.

             8             So we're delighted with that plan.   

             9

            10 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  In any alternative that we  

            11   opt for must have a public transportation element.  I  

            12   feel that being vague about what kind of HOV lanes we add

            13   and any discussion of adding general purpose lanes is

            14   ill-advised.  We need to be -- we need to have vision and   

            15   need to be thinking ahead, and ahead means fewer cars,  

            16   not more cars.  The automobile is the problem.   

            17             So if we're going to go to the expense of such  

            18   a large scale project, it needs to be heavily public

            19   transportation-sender.

            20             Also, the way we feed any kind of public

            21   transportation via bus, I mean, via an improved bike  

            22   routes is important.  I think using some of this budget  

            23   to improve the bicycle transportation options in the area

            24   is necessary.  We are kind of backwards in regard to  

            25   bicycle use.  I've been living in Europe for a number of
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01

Response to Richard Bosch

Thank you for your support of the project.  Your comments will be 
included as a part of the public record.

01

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #2

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of 
the public record.  As discussed in Topical Response “Multimodal 
System,” the I-5 NCC Project is one element of the Regional 
Transportation Plan for the year 2050 being developed by the San 
Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) to accommodate 
future transportation demand in the corridor.  As discussed in 
Topical Response “Mass Transit,” public transportation is a major 
emphasis of the 2050 RTP.  Caltrans has been actively involved 
in this regional multimodal planning effort, but is responsible for 
implementing only the highway improvement portion of the plan.  

01

02 With respect to clarifying the type of the High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV)/Managed Lanes, Section 1.3.5, Managed Lanes, of the 
EIR/EIS describes the proposed HOV/Managed Lanes and the 
vehicle types that would be permitted to utilize them, including 
carpools, transit vehicles, and toll-paying single-occupant vehicles 
when available capacity exists.  The HOV/Managed Lanes are 
intended to provide additional highway capacity by increasing the 
number of vehicle occupants.  The project alternatives propose 
HOV/Managed Lanes that would be separated from the general 
purpose lanes with either a barrier or a buffer.  Selection of a build 
alternative would determine which type of separation would occur.  

In regard to your opposition to add more general purpose lanes, 
following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS, is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has 
been determined to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) and 



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-100

has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  
Consistent with your preference, the Preferred Alternative does not 
include additional general purpose lanes, but allows for bus use of 
the HOV lanes and incorporates trails and pedestrian upgrades at 
appropriate points throughout the corridor.  

02
cont.

03 In regard to incorporation of public transportation, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 01, above.  An important part of 
the proposed project consists of Direct Access Ramps (DARs) that 
move HOV/Managed Lane users directly from on-ramps, often 
associated with park and ride lots, onto I-5 and directly into the HOV/
Managed Lanes.  A number of community enhancement features 
are identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of 
the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public 
transit centers, and park and ride facilities.

In regard to project funding, Caltrans’ responsibility is to use 
transportation monies provided for upgrade of the state highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of driver 
need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those highway 
facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, bikeway, and 
pedestrian and trail system are also being pursued by the agencies 
responsible for these facilities within the North Coast Corridor.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” for 
information on issues related to use of public highway funding for 
alternative transportation modes.  Please also refer to the response 
to your Comment 03 with regard to planned bicycle improvements.

04

             1   years, bicycling to work everyday and I think we should

             2   be able to do that here, if not all the way to work, at  

             3   least to the parking lot conveniently.

             4

             5             My name is Don Billings, like Billing Montana.   

             6             I've lived in Solana Beach, and I'd like to  

             7   comment on the EIR, EIS with respect to the I-5 expansion

             8   project.  And separately, if there's enough to do so, I'd  

             9   like to comment on the EIR, EIS to expand the corridor.   

            10             With respect to the first, as a member of the  

            11   community, as someone who has lived in cities larger than  

            12   San Diego will ever be, to wit, Washington, DC, New York,  

            13   Brussels, London and Tokyo, none of which has a 16-lane

            14   freeways, all of which managed to move people in goods  

            15   with significantly larger population. I'm astonished at  

            16   the lack of imagination of caltrans and SANDAG.   

            17  I'm appalled that they would offer us a  

            18   solution, a 16-lane with more freeway.

            19 I'm appalled as a taxpayer, that they would

            20   waste this much money upon a solution that achieves  

            21   nothing in terms of mobility improvement, in fact, level  

            22   of service would be unchanged after this project is

            23   completed.   

            24  I'm appalled, that they would offer as a  

            25   solution, something that would simply perpetuate bad land  
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Responses to Don Billings 

Thank you for your comments regarding need for a balanced 
transportation system.  Your comments will be included in the 
public record.  Regarding your reference to transportation in other 
cities, no one answer is appropriate for all cities or transportation 
systems.  The dense development patterns of the referenced 
cities allow for heavier use of mass transit.  Although San Diego 
is actively working towards increasing use of such facilities, the 
change is expected to take an extended period of time; this is 
because of the required extensive efforts from all cities and 

01
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02 The I-5 NCC Project would result in a number of benefits 
which justify the cost.  These benefits are related to conditions 
experienced by motorists within the project corridor as well as the 
regional population.  Anticipated reductions in travel time during 
peak hours and the duration of congestion would be two of the 
predominant benefits of the project.  

With the No Build alternative in the year 2030, the travel times 
during the a.m. peak hour in the southbound direction would 
be 53-54 minutes and 40-48 minutes during the peak p.m.. 
With the No Build alternative in the year 2030, the travel times 
during the a.m. peak hour in the northbound direction would be 

01
cont.

communities involved, as well as changes in land use patterns as 
referenced in the response to your first comment, and changes in 
the way of life for local commuters.

The project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation, 
including expansion of the adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San 
Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
lanes, and improvements to bicycle and pedestrian access.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort, and it is Caltrans’ responsibility to use 
transportation monies provided for upgrade of the State highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of 
driver need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those 
highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian and trail systems are also being pursued 
by the agencies responsible for these facilities within the North 
Coast Corridor.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding mass transit options.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard to the 
extensive alternatives evaluation undertaken for the corridor by 
Caltrans and SANDAG.
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29-37 minutes in the peak a.m. and 67-69 minutes in the peak 
p.m.  With the Preferred Alternative in the year 2030, the travel 
times during the a.m. peak hour in the southbound direction would 
be 36-47 minutes in the peak a.m. and 29-30 minutes in the peak 
p.m..  With the Preferred Alternative in the year 2030, the travel 
times during the a.m. peak hour in the northbound direction would 
be 27-29 minutes in the peak a.m. and 45-50 minutes in the peak 
p.m..  Depending on the situation, the proposed project would 
reduce travel time through the corridor by 2-22 minutes.

The proposed project would also reduce the duration of congestion 
within the corridor.  In the No Build condition, in the year 2030, 
the duration of congestion in the northbound direction is estimated 
to be 3.5 hours in the a.m. and 6 hours in the p.m..  In the No 
Build condition, in the year 2030, the duration of congestion in the 
southbound direction is estimated to be 6 hours in the a.m. and 7 
hours in the p.m..  With the Preferred Alternative, in the year 2030, 
the duration of congestion in the northbound direction is estimated 
to be 0 hours in the a.m. and 6 hours in the p.m..  With the Preferred 
Alternative, in the year 2030, the duration of congestion in the 
southbound direction is estimated to be 5.5 hours in the a.m. and 
2 hours in the p.m..  Depending on the situation, the proposed 
project would reduce the duration of congestion within the corridor 
by up to five hours.

Reductions in travel time and duration of congestion would benefit 
consumers by eliminating the adverse impacts on the costs 
of goods due to increased travel time.  Increased travel time 
proportionately increases the cost of goods to the consumer due to 
increased labor and fuel costs associated with longer travel times.  
Longer travel times also adversely affect commuters’ quality of 
life by forcing them to spend more time in their cars.  Increased 
and unreliable employee commute times also adversely affect 
businesses by reducing productivity on the part of employees 
which, in turn, adversely affects the ability of the employers to 
meet the needs of their clientele.

Reduced congestion and travel times would also translate into 
reductions in particulate matter and greenhouse gas emissions 
over that which would occur with the No Build alternative.  For 

02
cont.
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             1   use planning up and down the corridor.  And in fact,

             2   would encourage more bad use planning.   

             3  I'm appalled, that they would reject out of

             4   hand, which they have, not withstanding the document, a  

             5   "no bill" option.

             6             A "no bill" option is superior to this option

             7   in fact, because it would encourage to private  

             8   decision-making that would recognize a limited highway  

             9   research.  It would encourage better land use planning up

            10   and down the corridor.

            11 The only thing that this project achieves, is  

            12   two decades of taxpayer funding for Caltrans and SANDAG

            13   engineers, consultants and their clients, the   

            14   construction firms, to achieve absolutely nothing.   

            15             Here's the solution:  We have infrastructure  

            16   already, it's called "the I-5."  We have HOV lanes and  

            17   you want to move people and move goods, put express buses  

            18   down the HOV lanes; express buses that go into the

            19   neighborhoods where people live and pick them up; express  

            20   buses which are a scalable solution, express buses,

            21   which, if you use clean burning natural gas buses, the

            22   technology that's in practice in use throughout the world  

            23   today, you could create zero free gas emissions,  zero  

            24   pollution, zero particulate matter. 

            25             This is a solution which is significantly
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With regard to your preference for the No Build alternative, it has 
not been rejected.  It is not the Preferred Alternative, identified 
by Caltrans following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt 
of comments, but it remains an active alternative to all build 
alternatives until the project is considered for approval or denial by 
the decision makers.  If, at that time, the decision makers decide 
that anticipated benefits to San Diego drivers associated with 
the proposed project are outweighed by potential environmental 
impacts, the No Build alternative will be chosen.  Please refer to 
the response to your Comment 03 with regard to land use planning 
and to the response to your Comment 02 with regard to project 
benefits.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” with regard to project funding.

04

The I-5 NCC Project is proposed to respond to growth which 
is projected to occur in the corridor and San Diego region by 
SANDAG.  Land use within the adjacent communities is beyond 
the control of Caltrans.  However, it should be noted that the land 
use pattern contained in the Sustainable Communities Strategy 
(SCS), which is the companion document to the RTP, plans for 
more compact, higher density, and walkable development located 
near transit.  Similarly, many of the communities in the region are 
beginning to amend their General Plans and land use policies to 
implement the principles of sustainable development and smart 
growth, which will encourage the use of the alternative forms of 
transportation being promoted in SANDAG’s 2050 RTP.  Such 
changes to land use patterns take extended periods of time 
to implement.  This project is intended to be just one part of a 
multimodal system to accommodate projected traffic increases 
through 2050 and would allow the region to work toward complex 
solutions, such as changes to land use patterns.

03

02
cont.

example, the project Build alternatives are estimated to reduce CO2
emissions in the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per day 
compared to the No Build alternative, due to decreased congestion 
and improved travel times along the corridor (refer to Final   
EIR/EIS Table 4.2). See Topical Response “Air Pollutants” for more 
discussion on the benefits of the project with respect to air quality.
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             1   cheaper, considerably more scalable, considerably more  

             2   flexible, does not harm, encourages better land use

             3   planning and actually will work, unlike the Coaster.

             4  This is what I want, and I'd like an actual  

             5   response from Caltrans or from SANDAG, and I would like a

             6   response from every member of the Solana Beach City  

             7   Counsel.  I would like a response from every mayor of  

             8   every coastal city impacted on this.  This is the wrong  

             9   solution and the wrong place.

            10             My cell phone number is, 619.665.2113.

            11

            12             ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I'm a homeowner in Del Mar.   

            13   And I'm adamantly opposed to widening of the freeway or  

            14   anything that causes more traffic or more development in  

            15   this area.  I think that it's really retrograde thinking  

            16   to think that this is going to solve any problems at all,  

            17   and Caltrans is operating in the past.

            18             I think they are not operating on anything,

            19   even as slight as L.A. is, which is doing a 10-year -- in

            20   10 years, they're doing a 30-year project on light rail

            21   and public transportation in the City of L.A..   

            22             So I think that Caltrans is really behind the

            23   ball.  And I'm also very opposed to SANDAG proposing it  

            24   or supporting it.

            25             Two years ago at one of these meetings, I  
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As required by the California Environmental Quality Act, and as 
provided above, Caltrans is obligated to respond to comments 
received regarding the EIR/EIS.  However, Caltrans cannot assure 
that the local officials named in this comment will respond to these 
concerns.

06

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #3

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

With regard to potential new traffic generated by the proposed 
project, the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic 
congestion along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result 
in a substantial number of additional trips.  Improvements are 
intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050 as part of a multimodal system, and allow the region to work 
toward complex solutions such as changes in land use patterns 
that take an extended time period to implement.  The proposed 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides additional 
highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants, 
while minimizing impacts to the environment and surrounding 
communities.  These types of lanes are intended to give carpool 
users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing 
areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  Additionally, 
the potential for the project to result in increased traffic (induced 
or latent demand) has been included in project analysis and is 
addressed in the EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase 
of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small 
(approximately four percent) in association with the proposed 
project, due to a combination of project-specific and regional 
efforts.  Considering this factor, as well as the HOV/Managed 

01

05 Regarding your suggestion to incorporate express buses, 
improved bus service is included as an element of the 2050 RTP.  
As described in the response to your Comment 01, upgrades 
to all of these systems are anticipated to be required in order to 
accommodate planned regional growth; use of express buses is 
not a substitute for the proposed highway improvements.
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Lanes proposed, the number of additional vehicles on the road 
is anticipated to be relatively small.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
the project’s accommodation of anticipated and latent traffic.

With regard to the project resulting in additional development, the 
role of Caltrans is not to restrict or cause future growth; rather, 
its role is to ensure provision of a safe, efficient, reliable highway 
system that accommodates the growth anticipated by the local 
and regional planning agencies.  The project is not designed with 
excess capacity that could induce substantial unplanned growth 
during the design period.

01
cont.

02 With regard to project benefits, the project is designed to maintain 
or reduce traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 
as part of a multimodal system.  The use of HOV/Managed Lanes 
would provide additional highway capacity by increasing the 
number of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  The project would result in substantially less congestion 
than would occur under the No Build alternative.  For example, 
as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound 
weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be 
approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 
3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 
alternatives.  Caltrans believes that the planned improvements, 
in concert with multimodal improvements being undertaken by 
other agencies, represents the appropriate solution to current and 
anticipated transportation demand in the region.

Regarding public transportation and light rail planning, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses 

03
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             1   talked to one of the people from Caltrans, he was the man  

             2   who was heading the meeting.  I talked to him after the  

             3   meeting and at that time, gas was about 4:50 a gallon,  

             4   people were starting to drive less, and it looked like it  

             5   might be a case where in the future, there would be fewer

             6   cars on the road.

             7             So I said to him, "Are you taking any of that  

             8   into consideration"?

             9             And what he said to me was just stunning.  He  

            10   said, "If it hasn't happened, we don't consider it,"  

            11   which I thought was the most backward way of looking at

            12   things.

            13             If that's the way Caltrans looks at things, we  

            14   ought to fire them and get a whole new group of people.   

            15

            16             My name is Sandy Mills.  And I live at 633  

            17   Glencrest Place.   

            18  I just bought a house here, but I moved from

            19   L.A. six years ago, and the reason I left was because of

            20   the traffic, and Caltrans in L.A. doesn't know what

            21   they're doing and they don't know here.  I mean, there's  

            22   no attempt for -- Caltrans is supposed to be for mass  

            23   transit -- there's no intent to mass transit anybody,  

            24   it's just widening the freeways, getting more cement and  

            25   getting more people on the freeway.   

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         6 
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“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to public transportation.

03
cont.

04 Traffic volumes on I-5 have increased despite continued increases 
in gasoline prices.  The 2050 RTP indicated that the increased 
demand will occur due to regional population growth, increased 
goods movement, increased economic growth, and greater 
recreational and tourist activity.  As such, without improvements 
to I-5, traffic conditions and the effective movement of people and 
goods will continue to deteriorate.  Please also refer to EIR/EIS 
Section 1.3, Need for the Project, and Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” for additional discussion of the need for the project.

Responses to Sandy Mills

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of the 
public record.

Regarding mass transit, please note that the project is only one 
element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North County Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  The 
proposed use of HOV/Managed Lanes, for example, provides 
additional highway capacity by increasing the number of vehicle 
occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment and 
surrounding communities.  These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  A number of community enhancement features are 

01
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identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of the 
EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/
or improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors, 
connections between pedestrian/bicycle routes and public transit 
centers, and park and ride facilities.  Please refer to Topical 
Responses Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to mass transit.

01
cont.
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             1  And I totally oppose it. And I would be active

             2   here, because I was active in L.A. and I would be the

             3   same advocate for reasonable development.  I used to be   

             4   on the Planning Board in L.A., and we always looked to

             5   San Diego for good ideas, this is not a good idea.  This

             6   is an L.A.idea.

             7             Thank you. 

             8

             9             My name is Barbara Palan.  And I live in Del  

            10   Mar Heights.

            11             I think we can be able to call San Diego,  

            12   America's Finest parking lot, if this moves ahead.  We  

            13   are continuing to widen the concrete Band-Aid on a

            14   problem that is much greater than any amount of freeway  

            15   lanes can solve.  We do need to move cars and freight,  

            16   but even our neighbor to the north, whom we have made fun  

            17   of, has finally seen the light and it's not expanding the  

            18   freeways to solve their congestion gridlock, they are

            19   moving to transit.

            20             And what a shame for San Diego to be left  

            21   behind spending taxpayer dollars, State and Federal  

            22   dollars, especially during these economic times, to solve  

            23   a problem 40 years down the road, when the automobile as  

            24   we know it, may not even exist.  This is a very  

            25   shortsighted solution for a very long term problem.   
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Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.02

Responses to Barbara Palan

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As discussed in Topical Response “Multimodal System,” the I-5
NCC Project is one element of the Regional Transportation Plan 
for the year 2050 being developed by the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) to accommodate future transportation 
demand in the corridor, including significant expansion to the 
adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) 
heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, improvements 
to bicycle and pedestrian access, as well as upgrades to the existing 
highway system.  Based on regional growth projections, upgrades 
to all of these modes of travel are needed to accommodate future 
transportation needs.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this 
regional multimodal planning effort.  

01

In addition to maintaining through traffic on a major interstate, the 
project also would benefit the regional economy through reductions 
in projected congestion and gridlock on this major shipping and 
general transportation route.  It is Caltrans’ responsibility to use 
transportation monies provided for upgrade of the State highway 
system in the most beneficial way, considering a combination of 
driver need, environmental effects, and project cost, on those 
highway facilities.  Improvements to the rail, light rail, bus transit, 
bikeway, and pedestrian/trail system are being pursued by the 
agencies responsible for these facilities.  In addition to projected 
future congestion, I-5 currently experiences congestion, which 
the proposed project is designed to address.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the project planning 
horizon, and to Topical Response “Transportation Funding” 
regarding use of funds. 

02
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             1             We as a City and a County, have an incredible  

             2   opportunity and I think there are planners and designers

             3   and engineers and citizens, given a chance, will come up  

             4   with a much better solution than this current proposed

             5   I-5 expansion, whether it's the 22-lane swath of  

             6   concrete, which might put us on the record as one of the  

             7   widest freeways in the country, or just a minor  

             8   expansion.  It's going to work for a couple of years and  

             9   we're going to be back to the same old problem.   

            10 So, let's get together, stop this freight train  

            11   to a disaster, and start thinking forward into the future  

            12   with new thinking.  And I bet you, there's people with   

            13   Caltrans/SANDAG living on the corridor, people living

            14   south of San Diego, east of San Diego that have ideas,

            15   that could get us a better solution, but this is an

            16   insanity.  It's misguided and I think it's based on a  

            17   habit of old habits die hard.  It's ignorant, probably  

            18   going to benefit a few at the expense of many.   

            19 And the destruction of habitat, seven Lagoons,

            20   the destruction of coastline, one of the few left in

            21   California that can be seen from the freeway, the  

            22   destruction of quality of life, whether it's due to  

            23   noise, air, water or visual pollution, that is not going

            24   to be reversible, that's a permanent destruction.       

            25             The solution is temporary only.  So I am  
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Transportation planning for the North Coast Corridor is a long-
term effort and has included multiple agencies and multiple 
transportation modes.  As noted in response to your Comment 01, 
please refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” regarding 
the overall multimodal planning process.  In addition, please refer 
to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives 
evaluated during planning for North Coast Corridor transportation 
improvements and Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination of 
EIR/EIS, regarding the extensive public outreach for planning 
completed for the I-5 NCC Project.  The proposed I-5 improvements 
are intended to accommodate projected traffic increases through 
2050.  A key element of this strategy is the proposed use of 
HOV/Managed Lanes, which is a progressive solution intended to 
provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number of 
vehicle occupants, while minimizing impacts to the environment 
and surrounding communities. These types of lanes are intended 
to give carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable 
ride by bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak 
periods.  The project is intended to benefit the approximately 
160,000 to 280,000 vehicles per day currently on these segments 
of I-5, as well as the approximately 250,000 to 430,000 vehicles 
per day anticipated to be on these segments of I-5 in 2050.  It 
is understood that the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially 
less congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  For 
example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound 
weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be 
approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced 
to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 
8+4 alternatives.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Project 
Lifespan” for additional information regarding the project planning 
time frame.

03

Regarding destruction of habitat and lagoons, these issues 
are addressed under the Biological Environment heading of 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures,
including Sections 3.17, Natural Communities, through 3.22,
Invasive Species.  Based on these analyses, project-related 
impacts to biological resources in the identified coastal lagoons 

04
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and related waterways would be avoided, minimized, and/or 
mitigated through appropriate measures.  Specifically, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into 
the project design, and an extensive  mitigation package has been 
developed in concert with the wildlife agencies.  Overall, and as 
shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project mitigation would 
be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal natural resources 
that would provide greater benefits to corridor-wide resources 
than a traditional ratio-based, project-specific mitigation approach.  
It should also be noted that, since circulation of the Draft EIR/
EIS, additional detailed studies, including biological surveys and 
hydrologic and hydraulic investigations, and lagoon studies, have 
been prepared regarding potential impacts to the biology and 
hydrology of all six coastal lagoons and/or related waterways.  
Important new information from these analyses are provided in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as appropriate.  Specifically, the described analyses were 
used to determine the appropriate bridge lengths and channel 
dimensions that would reduce the level to which levees or other 
man-made features restrict tidal flushing (water movement and 
exchange), while meeting the project objectives and maximizing 
the health and function of the lagoons.  Please also refer to the 
Environmental Commitments Record for a list of avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures associated with the 
lagoons, and to Topical Response “Lagoon Effects” for additional 
information on potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons.

Impacts to the coastline proper are not anticipated, as I-5 is located 
inland from the coast in this part of the County.  

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” 
regarding potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North 
County way of life and why those effects are not expected to 
result in a substantial adverse effect on the overall quality of life 
in the communities already crossed by this highway.  A number 
of efforts have been made during the project design process 
to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate project-related community 
impacts to the maximum extent practicable.  Specifically, following 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 

04
cont.



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-111

8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS, is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  While the Preferred Alternative would 
result in a corresponding reduction of potential impacts, it is not 
always possible to avoid environmental impacts for projects such 
as the proposed I-5 expansion.  Accordingly, the EIR/EIS includes 
an extensive evaluation of potential project-related impacts and 
related avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures in 
Chapter 3, Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, 
and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

Regarding noise concerns, as outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners.  Please note, however, that project-related 
increases in traffic noise over No Build conditions are anticipated 
to generally be approximately three decibels.  As described in the 
2007 Noise Study Report prepared for the project, the average 
healthy ear can barely perceive noise level changes of three 
decibels.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

With respect to air pollution, the project is designed to lower travel 
times through reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing 
of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in 
lower overall air emissions and related improvements to air quality 
compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, for more detail.

With respect to pollution generation and water quality concerns, 
EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,
identifies and evaluates potential water quality impacts associated 

04
cont.
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with implementation of the identified Build alternatives and the 
No Build alternative. Section 3.10 also identifies appropriate 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality concerns, based on approved Caltrans 
standards, manuals, and guidelines, including the Statewide Storm 
Water Management Plan (SWMP).  Among other criteria, the 
SWMP identifies applicable BMPs related to the following project 
elements and phases: maintenance, design pollution prevention, 
construction, and “treatment.”  Caltrans-approved preliminary 
project-specific BMPs are identified in the EIR/EIS, along with the 
nature and location of existing “treatment” BMPs constructed within 
the I-5 corridor as part of the Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program 
(refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  The EIR/EIS analysis 
also notes that BMPs would be evaluated and implemented to 
address impacts during the planning and design, construction, 
and operational phases, and concludes that Caltrans is committed 
to prevent or minimize impacts to water quality.   Based on these 
considerations, the EIR/EIS appropriately concludes that the 
project would comply with all applicable water quality standards 
and regulations.

With regard to visual concerns from the proposed project, 
Section 3.7, Visual/Aesthetics, states that the visual impact of 
each build alternative would be high.  Additionally, this section 
of the EIR/EIS contains several figures that depict roadway-
level visual impacts of the project (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
3-7.41 through 3-7.110 for differences between present views and 
proposed views).  Please also refer to Topical Response “Visual/
Community Effects” regarding potentially substantial visual effects 
of the proposed improvement relative to viewers along I-5.

04
cont.

Your opposition to the project is noted.05

             1   completely against this masquerading of solution and it's  

             2   time to just put a stop to it, revisit and to inform  

             3   ourselves from those that are going ahead and not be left

             4   in the dust to be known as America's Finest parking lot 

             5             Thank you. 

             6

             7             My name is Gary Frost.  And my residence is at  

             8   557 San Mario Drive in Solana Beach.   

             9             The issue has to do with notice from the  

            10   proposed expansions.  The answers we got at the noise  

            11   desk and several other places, is they took testings,  

            12   only within 400 feet of the proposed expansion.  We live

            13   a thousand or so feet above.  And we want to know -- we

            14   believe that the noise will increase greatly with this  

            15   proposal.  We want to know the exact figures and we want

            16   to know how much it will be, and all we get is an answer

            17   is, "We've only tested it within 400 feet of the

            18   freeway."

            19             When the freeway increased this last time, the  

            20   noise at our house -- for the first time we heard the  

            21   freeway, so you can imagine we're petrified to think,  

            22   give us 10 lanes and we're not going to be able to hear

            23   ourselves in our house, and yet, no one addresses that

            24   issue.  They only talk about the decibel level within the  

            25   area right next to the freeway.  A noise a sound wall
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Responses to Gary Frost

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns, which 
are part of the public record.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 

01
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             1   will not help us, since the noise -- we're up on the  

             2   hill, the noise will go straight up the hill.  And how do  

             3   we get addressed with someone giving us the estimate of  

             4   what the decibel level will be at our house, when you've  

             5   got lanes out there?

             6             And the second question for them is, why is  

             7   there no noise abatement available, if it's the "no bill"  

             8   option?  Why can't the two be separated to say, "We've   

             9   got a noise problem now, how can we abate that noise"?   

            10             Because one other thing, not only are my  

            11   concerns about noise, but they're about air quality, and  

            12   when there are that many more lanes spewing  

            13   forth in our neighborhood, it means that the air quality  

            14   of what we're breathing in, is going to be far less good  

            15   than it is right now, when you've got many fewer lanes,  

            16   now.

            17             And I know one of the arguments against that,  

            18   is traffic will move faster, people won't be stalled in  

            19   traffic, it'll produce less pollutants.  I'd like to see  

            20   them quantify that.   

            21             My phone is, 858.259.1972.  And I have email,  

            22   if you want that.  It's gfrost@mindspring.com.  I don't  

            23   want it to be built.   

            24

            25
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04
Regarding the provision of noise mitigation under the No Build 
alternative, while soundwalls could be constructed to reduce noise 
under this scenario, they would not be mandated by state or federal 
environmental regulations because there would be no direct action 
that would cause noise levels to increase.  Thus, there would not 
be a nexus for requiring soundwalls as mitigation under state or 
federal environmental regulations, and funding for such structures 
likely would likely not be available.

With respect to air quality concerns, and as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project 

03

02

and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners, per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans criteria.  As indicated in this comment, 
proposed soundwalls would provide little or no benefit for the 
subject property (557 San Mario Drive), due to the intervening 
distance and topographic separation.  Based on the Caltrans 
Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (described in Section 3.15.1 of the 
EIR/EIS), measured and modeled noise levels at noise receptors 
within the project limits, and the location of the subject property 
approximately one mile east of the noted noise receptors and 
outside the project limits (from review of Google Maps), project-
related noise effects at this site would not be expected to meet or 
approach 67 dBA.  That is, projected noise levels at the closest 
noise receptors to the subject property (R7.18 through R7.21, 
refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 24) would range from 
66 to 72 dBA with construction of the project and no soundwalls 
(refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15).  With the standard attenuation of 
roadway noise over distance (i.e., a three dBA reduction for every 
doubling of distance), associated existing and future noise levels 
are expected to be substantially less than those described for the 
nearest noise receptors and below the noted noise abatement 
threshold.  Accordingly, no additional noise receptors or analysis 
are proposed in the subject area.  Please refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

01
cont.
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Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.04

03
cont.

implementation would not “decrease” local air quality conditions 
as stated in this comment, but rather would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Quantification of carbon monoxide (CO) 
impacts, for example, is contained in EIR/EIS Table 3.14.5, which 
shows that CO concentrations with the 10+4 alternatives would be 
comparable to the future No Build alternative and substantially less 
than existing conditions.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Air Pollutants” for additional information related to air pollutants.
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             1             My name is Robert Lewis.   

             2  And I'm very concerned with the project,

             3   because I don't think there's ever been a project in the  

             4   history of San Diego that is as degrading to the

             5   environment.  This goes back to the 50s as an example,  

             6   when Caltrans wanted to build I-5 along the Old Highway

             7   101 corridor, and the "Coast Highway," as we call it now,

             8   and had they gotten their way, of course, it would have

             9   been even more degrading to the environment, I-5 would  

            10   have been what 101 is today, that's an example of the way  

            11   Caltrans has been behaved in the past with how they come  

            12   up with these projects, with these plans, without really  

            13   consulting with the citizens first.

            14 And in this particular case, as I understand

            15   it, the citizens were the ones at Leucadia, Encinitas and

            16   Solana Beach and other parts of the County, the citizens

            17   got together and they fought Caltrans and were able to

            18   move the corridor away from the 101 to the I-5 corridor

            19   where it is today.

            20             The City of Escondido, Highway 78 was supposed

            21   to go -- or is it 76?  78, I believe, it was supposed to  

            22   bisect the City of Escondido, and the City of Escondido

            23   was able to stop that.

            24 You go back after World War II, the late 40's,  

            25   the 50s, Caltrans, said, "Well, we got the Golden Gate
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Responses to Robert Lewis

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The 
National Environmental Policy Act and California Environmental 
Quality Act, requiring current levels of environmental evaluation 
and public outreach process, were enacted in 1969 and 1970, 
respectively, and decades of transportation planning occurred 
before then.  The I-5 NCC Project EIR/EIS complies with these 
laws and fully evaluates the environmental effects of the various 
build alternatives compared with the No Build alternative.  Please 
note that outreach to the public and critical resource agencies 
for this project started early in the process.  As discussed in 
Chapter 5, Comments and Coordination, of EIR/EIS, extensive 
public outreach has been completed for the I-5 NCC Project.
The public outreach program implemented as a part of the I-5
NCC Project is specifically intended to give the public a chance 
to express their concerns and recommendations regarding the 
proposed improvements.  The extensive public comment received 
during the public outreach meetings and during public review 
of the EIR/EIS is testimony to the effectiveness of the outreach 
effort.  In addition, as discussed in Topical Responses “Multimodal 
Systems” and “Corridor Alternatives,” Caltrans has been working 
closely with other agencies responsible for transportation in the 
corridor to assure an integrated approach, with these efforts also 
having included substantial public outreach components.

01



COURT REPORTER TRANSCRIPTS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-4.7.4-116

             1   Bridge, there's a freeway, we obviously have to continue

             2   the freeway through the City, County of San Francisco,"

             3   once again, the local citizens of the City of San  

             4   Francisco kind of were able to stop it.  You can imagine

             5   what San Francisco would be today, had Caltrans gotten

             6   their weigh.

             7             As you know, where the Ferry building is an

             8   example in San Francisco today, which is a major tourist  

             9   area.  They took away the freeway, dismantled the  

            10   freeway, part due to some damage because of earthquakes.   

            11   And so, I could go on and on.  And it's a history of  

            12   talking to Caltrans.

            13             This is an example of more landscape,  

            14   accommodation of more cars, you accommodate more cars,  

            15   then they agree we're going to accommodate more cars.   

            16   Those cars, once they leave the freeway, they still have

            17   to be accommodated, which means wider surface streets,  

            18   wider community streets, plus multi-level parking  

            19   garages.  So what we're doing, is we're taking one of the  

            20   most precious natural resources in the world, this has

            21   cost us where we are today.  And you're adding more  

            22   pavement, more motor vehicles, more emissions, more  

            23   noise.  It's the ruination of this area.   

            24             And then, they're not even concerned with any  

            25   degree, based on the draft, EIR.  They're not really  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        12 

02

01
cont.

03

02 With regard to traffic within the region on surface streets and 
parking demand, the role of Caltrans is not to restrict or cause 
future growth; rather, its role is to ensure provision of a safe, 
efficient, reliable highway system that accommodates the growth 
anticipated by the local and regional planning agencies.

The project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion 
along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial 
number of additional trips.  As further described in Topical Response 
“Projected Growth,” the minimal projected increase in vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) on I-5 resulting from project implementation would 
be accompanied by a decrease in VMT along regional arterials.  
The project is, therefore, not anticipated to result in adverse 
impacts to local streets or parking.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 03 with regard to 
changes in the number of vehicles resulting from the proposed 
project.  Regarding air quality emissions, the project is designed to 
lower travel times through reductions in traffic congestion and the 
smoothing of traffic flow along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would 
result in lower overall air emissions and related improvements to 
air quality compared to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Air Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency 
with air quality regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted 
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pollutants with project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS 
Section 3.14, Air Quality, for more detail.

With respect to noise concerns, and as outlined in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing and future 
noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels
(or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners.  Please note, however, that 
project-related increases in traffic noise over no build conditions 
are anticipated to generally be approximately three decibels or 
less.  As described in the 2007 Noise Study Report prepared for 
the project, the average healthy ear can barely perceive noise 
level changes of three decibels.  Despite this general conclusion, 
numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project in 
appropriate locations based on noise levels and the assessment 
of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which have been 
updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao,
now contained in Appendix K).  The use of such noise abatement 
facilities has been demonstrated to be effective in the reduction 
of traffic-generated noise, and would provide noise abatement 
for a number of associated noise receptors in accordance with 
applicable requirements.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Soundwall Considerations” for additional information on noise 
and soundwall analysis.

As discussed in Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects,” 
the proposed I-5 modifications are not expected to substantially 
impact the quality of life in North County quality.  In addition, is 
noted that Caltrans has worked with the adjacent communities to 
identify community enhancement projects to enhance the quality 
of life in those communities.  These enhancements include new 
bicycle and walking trails, new parks, streetscape enhancements, 
and ride facilities.

The anticipated environmental impacts are not taken lightly.  
The EIR/EIS includes an extensive suite of mitigation measures 
intended to avoid, minimize, and reduce environmental impacts, 
as outlined in the Environmental Commitments Record that is part 
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of this Final EIR/EIS.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS 
and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  
This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is 
the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The identified Preferred 
Alternative, with eight main lanes and four managed lanes, is the 
least impactive of the alternatives analyzed in the EIR/EIS.

03
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             1   concerned with the health of the citizens that live

             2   within the, you know, the few hundred feet or few hundred

             3   yards, or even a mile.  We know about the pollutants.  We  

             4   know about the emissions.  We know about the  

             5   particulates.  We know about the noise, we know of the

             6   adverse effects, and they're doing all of this, despite  

             7   all of these adverse impacts.  They're doing it, because  

             8   they think they're justified because it is going to

             9   improve mobility, and yet, now citizens have recognized

            10   that you don't improve mobility by widening roads.  Many

            11   cities with the fact now, no more building of freeways,  

            12   we're going to rely on smart planning, whereby we have  

            13   densification.  We have transit links between the

            14   condenser population, appointment centers and so forth.   

            15              If you want more diligence, you have to rely  

            16   on transit, public transit.  You cannot rely on the

            17   continuation of widening the coast and the degradation

            18   ruination of one of the most beautiful and valuable

            19   coastal resources in the word.   

            20

            21  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  Okay.  I want to ask a

            22   question.

            23             My master bedroom, the noise level is already

            24   at the decibel of 73, and that's without you widening or  

            25   putting in your flyovers, and I want to know what you  
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Regarding ability of the proposed project to improve mobility, the 
project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion along 
the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of a multimodal system.  The 
use of HOV/Managed Lanes would provide additional highway 
capacity by increasing the number of vehicle occupants.  These 
types of lanes are intended to give carpool users and bus riders 
a quicker and more reliable ride by bypassing areas of heavy 
traffic congestion during peak periods.  It is understood that the 
proposed project would not eliminate congestion.  Nonetheless, 
the project would result in substantially less congestion than would 
occur under the No Build alternative.  For example, as outlined 

05

Regarding potential health effects related to air quality, the analysis 
in Section 3.14 indicates that there would be an approximately 
49 percent decrease in 2030 mobile source air toxics (MSAT) 
emissions over base year (2006) conditions, with MSAT emissions 
for the No Build alternative and the Build alternatives provided in 
Final EIR/EIS Tables 3.14.11 and 3.14.12 for future years 2015 and 
2030.  Potential long-term health effects from living in proximity to 
a freeway are addressed in Section 3.14.3 of the EIR/EIS.  It is 
anticipated that health effects associated with traffic congestion 
would be improved over existing conditions, as described in 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants.”  

For air quality and related particulate matter (PM) concerns, and 
based on screening using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
PM guidance (as described in Section 3.14), the proposed project 
is not a Project of Air Quality Concern due to relatively low truck 
volumes and percentage of traffic when comparing the build 
alternatives against the No Build alternative.  The proposed project 
would improve traffic operations by smoothing traffic flow and 
would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared to the No 
Build alternative.  The proposed project would therefore comply 
with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and would be unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  A number of measures are also identified 
in Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related particulate 
generation (e.g., dust), with additional information provided in 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants.”  Please refer to the response to 
your Comment 03 with regard to noise.
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05
cont.

in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total southbound weekday delays 
in Year 2030 under the No Build option would be approximately 
14,000 vehicle hours, with this number reduced to 3,700 hours 
for the 10+4 alternatives and 8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

A comprehensive regional planning process has been undertaken 
to plan regional growth patterns and determine the multimodal 
transportation system that would best address the anticipated 
growth.  Key products of this planning process include the Regional 
Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy (SCS).  
The land use pattern contained in the SCS plans for more compact, 
higher density, and walkable development located near transit.  
Changes in land use patterns can, however, take extended time to 
implement.  The proposed project improvements would allow the 
time necessary for the region to work toward complex solutions, 
such as smart growth.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” with regard to the planning process for 
transportation in the North Coast Corridor.

Response to Anonymous Commenter #4

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns, which 
are part of the public record.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15,
Noise, the project would address existing and future noise levels 
when conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by 
property owners per applicable Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) and Caltrans criteria.  Accordingly, based on noise levels 
and the assessment of “reasonable and feasible” criteria for 
noise abatement measures required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise 
Analysis Protocol (and described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/
EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified for the project 
in appropriate locations (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, which have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K).  
The use of such noise abatement facilities has been demonstrated 
to be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise, and 
would provide noise abatement for a number of associated noise 
receptors in accordance with applicable FHWA and Caltrans 
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             1   propose to do to help me.   

             2             I'm Marilyn Rivas at 2783 Caminito San Marino,  

             3   that's Del Mar Villas.  I'm right above 18 lanes of I-5.   

             4   When I bought my place, it was only six lanes, and now  

             5   it's 18, and it's deafening.  And I want to know what you

             6   will do to help me.   

             7

             8 ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  Some of these may have  

             9   already been asked, but we are concerned why Caltrans is  

            10   not considering strongly using a light rail instead of

            11   all these extra lanes, and we don't feel that the money  

            12   that they're going to spend on these fancy walls, either  

            13   barrier walls or sound walls, that the money should be

            14   going to public transportation.

            15             We're also concerned about senior citizens and  

            16   baby boomers that cannot walk or drive in the near  

            17   future.  So they need -- we need to have access to buses  

            18   and buses to either the Trolley or the Coaster or the  

            19   light rail, so people can still get around.  This is, you

            20   know, we need to think 100 years from now, not 20, 30.

            21             I was going to add something else.  So the  

            22   environment and the pollution with the cars, that could  

            23   be taken down if we did have light rail, that would be a

            24   positive on the environment and not more greenhouse gases  

            25   would follow on more and more cars.   
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requirements.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

01
cont.
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Response to Marilyn Rivas 

Thank you for your comments regarding noise concerns in the 
area west of I-5 and north of Carmel Valley Road, which  are part 
of the public record.  As outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise,
the project would address existing and future noise levels when 
conditions would approach a level of 67 decibels (dBA, or greater), 
and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved 
by property owners.  The subject property at 2783 Caminito San 
Marino has an existing noise level of 69 dBA, with the project 
future noise level at this property anticipated to increase to 73 dBA 
with the project and no soundwall (refer to EIR/EIS Table 3.15.9).

A soundwall (S543) was evaluated for this location, as shown 
on Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.14i.  This 14-foot soundwall would 
replace the eastern side of an existing 7.5-foot high glass/block 
property wall located on the property line and provide a “feasible” 
reduction in highway traffic noise for six multi-family residences 
represented by noise receptor R4.5 (Table 3.15.9).  This soundwall 
has been preliminarily determined not to be “reasonable” due to 
the estimated construction cost exceeding the “reasonable” cost 
allowance (Table 3.15.10).  If the estimated construction cost 
could not be reduced to less than or equal to the “reasonable” 
allowance, construction of S543 would not be recommended.  If 
S543 is ultimately recommended, it will be added to the list of 
attenuations and mitigations in the Environmental Commitments 
Record, each of which is required to be implemented by the project 
as described.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” for additional information on noise and soundwall 
analysis.

01

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #5

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Regarding light rail and other public transportation, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order 

01
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for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for 
additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements 
to mass transit.  Please also refer to Topical Response 
“Transportation Funding” for information on issues related to use 
of public highway funding for alternative transportation modes.

Regarding potential air quality and greenhouse gas (GHG) 
concerns, these issues are addressed in EIR/EIS Sections 3.14, 
Air Quality and 4.6, Climate Change.  For general air quality 
emissions, the project is designed to lower travel times through 
reductions in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow 
along the I-5 corridor.  This situation would result in lower overall 
air emissions and related improvements to air quality compared 
to existing conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Air 
Pollutants” for discussion of project consistency with air quality 
regulations and anticipated decrease in emitted pollutants with 
project implementation, as well as to EIR/EIS Section 3.14 for
more detail.

EIR/EIS Section 4.6 analyzes project-associated GHG emissions, 
including a quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the 
project build alternatives.  Overall, project implementation would 
be expected to lower I-5 GHG vehicular emissions from No 
Build conditions by enhancing operations and improving travel 
times through reduction of congestion.  Please refer to Topical 
Response “Climate Change” for additional information regarding 
GHG emissions in California, research by Caltrans on this topic, 
and tons per day of carbon dioxide anticipated to be lowered with 
the project.

01
cont.
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             1             And one more comment, the young people who are  

             2   coming in to the work force now, are more liable to use  

             3   public transportation if it is good, rather than their

             4   parents or grandparents, because we were bought up in  

             5   California only to use cars.  Our population in North  

             6   County is getting older, so people will need alternative  

             7   ways of traveling, this would solve problems in the  

             8   future, not just for right know, but that will be working  

             9   for in the future, as less people are able to drive.

            10             Thank you. 

            11

            12  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  Well, you know, we've been  

            13   living here for 24 years and I live in one of the very

            14   affected areas with the view in Santa Queta.  That's the  

            15   name of my street in Solana Beach. 

            16             Anyway, one of my comments that I have, is how

            17   can they project such a growth of traffic for 40 years

            18   from now, when we don't even know now that they don't  

            19   allow -- if they don't allow us, let's say, to drill for  

            20   oil and we will depend on oil from Venezuela, which would  

            21   be very expensive.  We will reduce probably the use of  

            22   the cars because people won't be able to afford it, so  

            23   what will we do with all the cement?  They're permanent  

            24   for the rest of our lives, even if we might not be using  

            25   it, because we will need other ways of transportation.   
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In regard to the need for public transportation, please refer to 
response to your Comment 01, above.  With regard to aging 
population, the most recent forecast anticipates a 40-percent 
increase in the region’s population between 2008 and 2050.  
Natural population increase (births minus deaths) accounts for 
approximately two-thirds of projected growth.  A decrease in the 
number of people able to drive due to their age is, therefore, not 
anticipated.

Responses to Anonymous Commenter #6

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

Project-related traffic and growth projections are derived from 
established sources such as the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) series forecasts, as well as project-
specific technical analyses.  Year 2030 traffic projections, 
for example, are outlined in EIR/EIS Section 3.6, Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, with forecast 
methodology provided in the related I-5 North Coast Corridor 
Project Technical Report #5 Traffic Demand Forecasting Report 
(August 2007).  On average historically, the SANDAG Regional
Growth Forecast has been accurate within +/- 0.4 percent of 
actual annual counts for population, housing, and employment.  
The most recent forecast anticipates a 40 percent increase in the 
region’s population between 2008 and 2050, which represents an 
average of less than one percent growth per year.

With regard to dependence on foreign oil, as described in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated to 
result in a decrease in operational energy consumption by relieving 
congestion and reducing out of direction travel.  Traffic volumes 
on I-5 have historically increased despite continued increases 
in gasoline prices.  The 2050 RTP indicates that the increased 
demand will occur due to regional population growth, increased 
goods movement, increased economic growth, and greater 
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             1 So I find that very sad that they cannot see

             2   that there are other possibilities, rather than just  

             3   applying cement and destroying communities, because  

             4   that's what they are doing, you know, and sensitive areas

             5   besides, because farther in Northern California, the

             6   freeways are not so close to the coast, here we have all

             7   these areas that are for bird reserves.   

             8             Well, we have 500 different species of birds  

             9   that come and go every year, and those that we have  

            10   several along the way, and they are taking lots of land

            11   from them.  Granted, that they are providing money to  

            12   those communities, but you know, that's why they are  

            13   accepting; otherwise they would be outraged.   

            14             And so, I don't know what we can do, we feel so  

            15   unpowered.  We don't have power in what they are doing.   

            16   And it is very depressing and very sad, I should say, to

            17   see that they are destroying the land, the way of life.

            18             Instead of looking into another way of solving

            19   the problem, because it's impossible that they can make  

            20   sure that we will be using and having so many cars in 40  

            21   years from now, it is impossible.  So that's one of my  

            22   comments.

            23 And the other one is, that they try to solve  

            24   the problem with these retaining walls, that probably

            25   stop the noise for the houses that are right behind, but
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recreational and tourist activity.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” for additional information regarding 
anticipated growth in regional transportation demand.

Please note that the project does address expansion of an existing 
facility and not siting of a new facility.  It is highly likely that, given 
the constrained nature of the I-5 corridor and the many sensitive 
human and natural resources that border it, trying to move the 
facility or build a new facility elsewhere would result in greater, 
rather than lesser, environmental effects, including impacts to 
community cohesion and existing development.  This topic is 
addressed in Section 4.4.2, Community Character and Cohesion
of the EIR/EIS.  Regardless, the project is being held to a high 
standard requiring minimization and mitigation of impacts.  In 
particular, the lagoons crossed by I-5, the Coast Highway, and the 
rail facilities have been intensively studied.  Detailed information 
regarding both existing and future conditions relative to lagoon 
water quality, associated sensitive resources, etc., is provided 
in the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.  Please also see Topical 
Response “Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives studied 
for the North Coast Corridor.  

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02.  Caltrans 
decision makers take seriously the comments provided by the 
public in determining whether to approve or deny a project.  Also, 
the way of life along the North Coast Corridor relies in part on I-5 
functioning efficiently.  Improving the highway so that congestion 
is minimized to the extent possible within the planning period 
contributes to a better quality of life for many County residents, as 
well as for through travelers, as it minimizes time spent in travel 
and maximizes time spent at destinations.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for additional 
information on why the project is not expected to have an adverse 
effect on regional quality of life or community character.

04 Regarding potential noise concerns in the area east of I-5 and 
south of Manchester Avenue in the City of Solana Beach (unknown 
street number on Santa Queta), this issue is addressed in EIR/
EIS Section 3.15, Noise.  As outlined therein, the project would 
address existing and future noise levels when conditions would 
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             1   we are a community that have hills, so the sounds will be  

             2   pushed farther up.

             3             So for those that are higher, we already have a

             4   lot of noise as it is.  The way they are going to do it

             5   with the walls, is going to be most augmented and we have  

             6   had studies made.

             7             I offered my house and some neighbors houses  

             8   for the studies to be conducted, we are in pretty much  

             9   the dangerous points, you know, of the sounds.  And, of

            10   course, the contamination of the air.  The dust is  

            11   unbelievable from the coast, so imagine augmenting that  

            12   many more cars every day for those that come up from the  

            13   Coast.

            14             So those are my very deep, deep concerns.  I  

            15   know that there must be millions of us, many other homes  

            16   are going to be really affected in my neighborhood, not  

            17   mine necessarily, but many friends have their homes taken  

            18   away, lots of land.  They had said in the beginning, that

            19   they were not going to, but they are.  So now we can see

            20   that in many other projects.  So that is all.   

            21             Thank you very much for writing all this  

            22   information.   

            23

            24

            25

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        17 

05

04
cont.

06

approach 67 decibels (dBA, or greater), and where abatement 
is “feasible,” “reasonable,” and approved by property owners per 
applicable Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans 
criteria.  Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including S622 (Option 2) in the subject area (refer to Final   
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 and 25).  As described in 
EIR/EIS Tables 3.15.15 and 3.15.16, S622 would provide noise 
abatement for noise receptors R7.23 through R7.26.  While these 
noise receptors are in the vicinity of Santa Queta, the proposed 
soundwall may not provide noise abatement for the unknown 
address on this street referenced in your comment, depending on 
the exact location and conditions such as the intervening distance 
and/or topographic separation to/from the listed noise receptors.  
It should also be noted that the projected future noise levels (with 
the project and no soundwall) at the noted noise receptors would 
increase by two to three dBA over existing conditions (refer to 
Table 3.15.15), with changes of three dBA or less generally not 
detectable by the average healthy human ear.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional 
information on noise and soundwall analysis.

04
cont.

With respect to air quality and dust (or particulate matter [PM]) 
concerns, and as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality,
the project is designed to lower travel times through reductions 
in traffic congestion and the smoothing of traffic flow along the 
I-5 corridor.  Accordingly, project implementation would result 
in lower overall PM emissions and related improvements to air 
quality compared to existing and projected future (No Build) 
conditions.  The noted project improvements to traffic operations 
would contribute to lower PM emissions when compared to the 
No Build alternative.  The proposed project, therefore, would  
comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards, and is unlikely to 
increase the frequency or severity of any existing nonattainment 
of those standards.  Additionally, based on screening using U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency PM guidance (as described in 
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Section 3.14), the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality 
Concern due to relatively low truck volumes and percentage 
of traffic when comparing build alternatives against the No 
Build alternative.  A number of measures are also identified in 
Section 3.14.4 of the EIR/EIS to control construction-related 
particulate generation (e.g., dust), with additional information 
provided in Topical Response “Air Pollutants.” 

With regard to your concern for property acquisitions in your 
neighborhood, please note that following circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS, 
is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  
The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the 
locally preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the 
Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Under the Preferred 
Alternative, no homes in Solana Beach would be directly impacted 
through acquisition.  It is Caltrans’ intent to avoid and/or minimize 
direct impacts to properties that abut an existing highway system 
during improvements to that highway, to the extent practicable; 
however, avoidance is not always possible when an existing facility 
is being improved.  Please also refer to the Topical Response 
“Property Acquisition.”
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             1             My name is Lane Sharman.  I'm a resident of  

             2   Solana Beach and a resident of San Diego County, since  

             3   1977.  And I'm a 5th generation Californian.   

             4             I was born in California, Los Angeles in 1952

             5   and my great, great grandfather was an early pioneer  

             6   before the Gold Rush, so I feel I have a little knowledge

             7   about the history of California.

             8             Where this project is wrong, is that it has not  

             9   placed high speed rail ahead of itself.  In other words,  

            10   the high speed project should have been done a long time  

            11   ago, and now we're kind of competing between high speed  

            12   rail and the I-5 expansion, and we really need to re-

            13   prioritize, reset our priorities and move our ourselves  

            14   behind the high speed rail, which is modern

            15   transportation, proven transportation is all electric, so  

            16   it is emission-free transportation.   

            17  And as a scientist and a mathematician, I  

            18   understand the impacts of greenhouse gases on our  

            19   environment, better than most of the commonly lay person

            20   and the public. And we have to recognize that California  

            21   has been a major contributor to greenhouse gases over the

            22   years.

            23 In fact, probably one of the largest, and we  

            24   have a law about that, which is designed to help us or

            25   force us to reduce our greenhouse gas footprint to 1990
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Responses to Lane Sharman

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
In regard to planning for high speed rail service, please note that 
the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  This 
project does not compete with rail improvements; both are integral 
parts of transportation planning for the I-5 corridor.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Further, California Senate Bill 468 requires that 
construction of all or a portion of the proposed I-5 expansion 
must move forward concurrently with multimodal projects and 
environmental mitigation and enhancement projects within each 
phase, as specified in the required Transportation Regional 
Enhancement Program/Highway Public Works Plan. Please
also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and “Rail 
Preference” for additional discussion regarding ongoing plans and 
improvements to public transportation.  Specifically with regard 
to high speed rail, however, that the northern-most San Diego 
County stop is projected to be Escondido, followed by downtown 
San Diego.  The coastal cities would be by-passed by this rail 
line.  This travel mode would be expected to divert longer-range 
travelers from I-5, but would not divert a significant amount of 
the peak hour commuters from I-5, and therefore would not be 
expected to improve the peak hour freeway level of service in the 
North Coast corridor.

01

Regarding potential project-related greenhouse gas (GHG) 
concerns, EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change, provides an 
analysis of associated GHG emissions, including a quantified 
evaluation of potential impacts from the project Build alternatives.  
Specifically, compared to the No Build alternative, the project build 
alternatives are estimated to reduce buildout CO2 emissions in 
the San Diego region by hundreds of tons per day (refer to  Final
EIR/EIS Table 4.2).  These decreases would be due to the 

02
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             1   levels by 2020, and this freeway expansion does not help

             2   us get there.

             3             So in conclusion, I thank Caltrans for having

             4   this hearing.  I thank you for taking down my comments.   

             5   I appreciate the loyalty and service of the good people

             6   in Caltrans, but I urge everyone at Caltrans from the top  

             7   to the bottom, to put this project on hold and prioritize

             8   the high speed rail project in California.

             9             Thank you.

            10             Oh, I have one more complaint addendum.  This  

            11   is Lane Sharman again.  So this is an addendum.   

            12             It is very important for all Californians to  

            13   recognize that the oil industry has come into California

            14   and placed on the Ballot in November an initiative to  

            15   roll back AB 32, which is a very good law.  And everyone

            16   at Caltrans and everyone associated with this project,

            17   needs to be aware that it's essential to vote "no" on  

            18   Proposition 23.

            19

            20             My name is Joyce Dalessandro.   

            21             I'm opposed to this project, from the start to  

            22   finish.  I think that we have concrete in over enough of

            23   this State.  I think that San Diego is unique in that we

            24   have a freeway that has a view of the ocean and that  

            25   isn't duplicated any place else along the I-5 corridor.   

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        19 

03

04

02
cont.

01

decreased congestion and improved travel times along the 
corridor.  The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) 
2050 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) includes the project 
along with other multimodal solutions, and forecasts countywide 
reduction in GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as required by 
California Assembly Bill 32 and California Senate Bill 375.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” for additional 
information on GHG emissions and related global warming and 
climate change issues.

02
cont.

03 As noted above, your comments are part of the public record.  
Regarding your suggestion to prioritize the high speed rail project, 
please refer to the response to your Comment 01, above.

As your comment does not relate to the proposed project, no 
response is warranted.

04

Responses to Joyce Dalessandro

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  No 
one answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway 
system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject 
to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5, and would occur 
simultaneously at other regional efforts to address transportation 
demand, including changes in land use patterns and improvement 
of public transportation alternatives (as described in Topical 
Response “Multimodal System”).  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the accommodation 
of projected growth in traffic over time and Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan” regarding the fluid nature of transportation 
improvements, which change over time and can be iterative. 

01
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             1   I think that by adding concrete, adding lanes, we're  

             2   doing exactly what was done in Los Angeles, that we all

             3   know how unsuccessful it has been in Los Angeles.  There

             4   is still gridlock.  There is still nightmares when it

             5   comes to driving your car any place within the City.  I  

             6   think that we need to take a much more creative view.  I  

             7   think we have to put the kind of money that's being put  

             8   into a project like this, pouring so much concrete and  

             9   limiting views and adding particulates into the air, and  

            10   the whole fossil fuel business, all of that I think, if

            11   we put that kind of money into mass transit, either some  

            12   kind of transit system, like the Bay area has, the Bart,  

            13   we would be going so much smarter, so much more San  

            14   Diego, than by adding lane, after lane, after lane to our

            15   freeway.  It makes no sense to me at all, people are  

            16   thinking differently these days.  They have an aversion

            17   to our dependency on fossil fuel; people are really ripe

            18   for looking at alternatives ways to get to work and I'm

            19   not talking about carpool lanes, I'm talking about  

            20   getting off the freeway.

            21             That's all I have to say, I think.   

            22

            23             My name is Claude Penchina.   

            24             I'm visiting.  I am helping out with my mother-  

            25   in-law who's no longer driving.  And I think that's one  
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01

With regard to taking a more creative view to the project and putting 
project monies toward mass transit instead of the proposed project 
– many alternatives were considered before the build alternatives 
were chosen as the most viable options to accommodate projected 
growth.  For a list of previously considered alternatives, please 
refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives.”  Also, please note 
that the project is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal 
improvement effort for North County Corridor transportation.  All 
modes of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian 
routes, and bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order 
for the overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements 
to many of these facilities are currently being planned by other 
agencies.  Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional 
multimodal planning effort.  Each of the transportation options 
receives funding.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Rail Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional 
discussion regarding ongoing plans and improvements for mass 
transit.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Transportation 
Funding” for information on issues related to use of public highway 
funding for alternative transportation modes.

With regard to potential visual impacts, please refer to Topical 
Response “Visual/Community Effects” for information regarding 
potentially substantial visual effects of the proposed improvement 
relative to viewers along I-5 as well as the anticipated less than 
substantial nature of project effects as the viewer leaves the I-5 
corridor.

For air quality and related particulate matter (PM) concerns, and 
based on screening using U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
PM guidance (as described in EIR/EIS Section 3.14, Air Quality),
the proposed project is not a Project of Air Quality Concern due 
to relatively low truck volumes and percentage of traffic when 

02
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comparing the build alternatives against a No Build condition.  The 
proposed project would improve traffic operations by smoothing 
traffic flow and would contribute to lower PM emissions when 
compared to the No Build alternative.  The proposed project 
would therefore comply with federal PM10 and PM2.5 standards,
and would be unlikely to increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing nonattainment of those standards.  A number of measures 
are also identified in Section 3.14.4 to control construction-related 
particulate generation (e.g., dust), with additional information 
provided in Topical Response “Air Pollutants.”

With regard to dependency on fossil fuels, the energy use 
associated with project construction and operation is evaluated 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.16, Energy.  As described in that section, 
post-construction and operational energy requirements of the 
facility are anticipated to be less than those associated with the 
No Build Alternative.

02
cont.

In regard to your preference for a transit system, please refer to the 
response to your Comment 01, above.  In regard to dependency 
on fossil fuels, please refer to the response to your Comment 02, 
above.

03

Responses to Claude Penchina

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your support for alternative forms of transportation such as mass 
transit and pedestrian paths is noted.  As discussed in Topical 
Response “Multimodal System,” the project is only one element 
of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for North County 
Corridor transportation, including significant expansion to the 
adjacent Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) 
heavy rail line, new Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) lanes, improvements 
to bicycle and pedestrian access, as well as upgrades to the 
existing highway system.

01

             1   of the populations which is not sufficiently considered

             2   in all the planet.  And I think that a lot of people

             3   would like to be no longer driving, if they didn't have  

             4   to be driving.

             5  And I've lived in many cities in the world,  

             6   some of which have a nice mix of being able to drive but  

             7   not requiring to drive where it's possible to drive and  

             8   you don't want a car.   

             9             I lived in Paris where my son gave me a car and  

            10   I gave it away.  I didn't want it.  The walking, the  

            11   metro, the taxis were all succinctly inexpensive and

            12   reliable and I had no need whatsoever for a car.   

            13             And I think the plans here sounds very good,

            14   except that they keep talking about adding lanes, general

            15   purpose lanes, which should not be done.  It is a well

            16   known paradox, that if you add more lanes, you get more  

            17   congestion. And I think the people at SANDAG and at  

            18   Caltrans know this down stops in paradigms, that the way  

            19   to avoid the congestion to improve the trains, instead of  

            20   double-tracking the train, you triple-track the trains.

            21   Instead of eight or four or ten and four, they should

            22   have eight and six, or eight and four and two more train  

            23   tracks.

            24 Somebody today mentioned, they could use barges

            25   to carry the heavy truck loads.  I never thought of that
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03

02 Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of 
comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative 
has been addressed in this Final EIR/EIS, is the smallest of 
the build alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 
8+4 Buffer alternative has been determined to be the locally 
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             1   before.  I happen to do some research on traffic studies,  

             2   I thought of myself as an amateur, but I've been doing  

             3   this long enough and studying traffic paradoxes, and in

             4   particular how adding the capacity often slows things

             5   down, rather than speeding it up.

             6             And one of the things we really need, in terms  

             7   of trains, is not just double or triple-tracking to   

             8   local transportation at both ends, they use to have it in

             9   Solana Beach, stopped half-a-block away from our house.   

            10             And it's when I first came here to visit, I saw  

            11   signs for the bus stop but there was no bus, signs are

            12   now gone.  I used to hear that San Diego had some kind of

            13   taxi service that went together with the buses, I think

            14   they still do it in La Mesa, where you can go out by bus

            15   and then get a taxi home and they share taxis everyday  

            16   and they radio dispense -- what do you call it?  The  

            17   word?  "Radio communications" to send out the taxis with  

            18   a computer to plan where they should go and what route to  

            19   go on and very inexpensive to add onto the bus or train

            20   travel.

            21             And the other thing that prevents people from

            22   taking the trains, is the trains don't come back late at  

            23   night.  You want to stay late in the County at night,  

            24   there's no train, unless there's a baseball or football

            25   game.  But generally in the evening, there's no train, so  
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In regard to your comment regarding the use of barges to carry 
heavy truck loads, please refer to Topical Response “Corridor 
Alternatives” regarding alternatives considered for transportation 
in the North Coast Corridor, including reduction in freight from 
I-5 through routing it to the Port of San Diego.  In regard to your 
concern on added capacity leading to slower speeds, please refer 
to the response to your Comment 02, above.

03

Regarding current local transportation connections and the current 
Coaster schedule, please note that because potential modification 
to Coaster or bus services are within the jurisdiction of another 
agency, Caltrans has no ability to implement or influence such 
activities.  This comment would be better addressed to SANDAG 
and the North County Transit District (NCTD), which have 
jurisdiction over Coaster and bus services.

04

preferred alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The Preferred Alternative 
does not propose any general purpose lanes, but only the two 
HOV/Managed Lanes for both north and southbound directions.  
The project is being planned in order to address projected 
increases in traffic resulting from planned regional growth.  
The potential for increased traffic levels to result from freeway 
expansion is anticipated to be minimal as a result of a number 
of regional and project strategies and improvements designed to 
reduce the growth in the number of vehicle miles traveled and 
to encourage options to the use of single-occupant vehicles.  As 
described in the response to your Comment 01, the project is only 
one element of planned multimodal improvements for the corridor.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Projected Growth” and 
“Project Lifespan” regarding accommodation of projected growth 
and the project planning horizon.

02
cont.
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             1   you need something, maybe a one-car train, short train  

             2   that goes on the track or that goes parallel to the

             3   track, some public transporting to go back when the

             4   trains leave.

             5             And in Paris, they have lots of bicycles.  San

             6   Diego is perfect for bicycles.  London just added six

             7   thousand bicycles first time, they're called "Borris  

             8   Bikes" because the mayor is Borris, or somebody over  

             9   there.  And they're free for the first half hour and then  

            10   they start increasing the price too much.  San Diego is  

            11   big, so you need more than a half an hour, London is big,  

            12   Paris half hour; works very well.  And people who know

            13   the system, fool the system, they take about half hour,  

            14   give it back, take another one, so they end up going to

            15   freeways; just new system, pick a stop in between, but it

            16   gives someone else a chance to take the bus.   

            17             They now have an iPhone in Paris that tells you

            18   where there's a space to park their bikes and a place  

            19   where to park the bike.  So the technology improved so  

            20   much, you know, you could have tricycles for people too

            21   old to drive bicycles, and the weather here is much  

            22   better than Paris.  They could use bicycles all year

            23   long.

            24             I think that's about all I have to say.  I'm  

            25   looking to improvement, but I think they're totally off  
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06

In regard to your suggestions about creation of a bicycle system, 
please note that a number of community enhancement features 
are identified within the project corridor (refer to Section 2.3 of 
the EIR/EIS).  If implemented, these features would create and/or 
improve amenities such as pedestrian or bicycle corridors as well 
as connections between pedestrian and bicycle routes and public 
transit centers.  Provision of bicycle rental facilities is, however, 
beyond the scope of this project.

05

As noted in the response to your Comment 02, the Preferred 
Alternative does not include additional general purpose lanes.

06
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             1   their rockers, if they want to add two general purpose

             2   lanes.

             3             The other thing they need, is HOV lanes going

             4   all the way downtown, stopping at La Jolla Village Drive,

             5   not going to do that much good because like here, when  

             6   they stopped it at Encinitas, it piles up, you got one

             7   lane it piles and then you're stuck on that one lane, you  

             8   can't pass, so two lanes is a great idea, three is even  

             9   better.

            10  And having -- sounds like talking to SANDAG or

            11   to Caltrans that there's no real plans to use the tolls  

            12   from the HOV lanes directly to subsidize bus or train

            13   transport, they're going to use it to improve traffic,  

            14   rather a motive idea that you don't know how it's going  

            15   to be spent.  I think on I-15, supposedly using to

            16   subsidized buses which is a great idea.  And if they

            17   could add to that local taxis, local minibuses, local  

            18   whatever, that would do the job very nicely.

            19             And I know I just saw now, they have something

            20   about vanpools with a guaranteed ride home.  I know that  

            21   UCSD has bicycle clubs where you join the bike club, you

            22   get 10 days or free parking on campus.  You get a  

            23   guarantee ride home from work is very well.  I used to  

            24   use it a lot when I worked.   

            25             So anything of that sort, which would encourage
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With respect to your recommendation to provide HOV/Managed 
Lanes along I-5 to downtown San Diego, the I-5 NCC Project limits 
extend from La Jolla Village Drive to Oceanside Drive (refer to EIR/
EIS Figure 1-1.1).  Improvements to other sections of I-5 would 
be proposed under separate projects.  As illustrated on Regional 
Transportation Plan Figure A.2, managed lanes are planned to 
extend as far south as I-8.

With regard to the use of tolls collected from single-occupant 
vehicles using the HOV/Managed Lanes, funds would be collected 
by SANDAG and used to offset the costs of operating the toll 
program, as well as for improvement of transit services, and for 
HOV facilities.

In regard to your preference for alternative forms of transportation, 
please refer to the responses to your Comments 01, 02, 04, and 
05, above.

07
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             1   people to get off the highways to exercise on their bikes

             2   to go in vanpools; and, you know, it's great.  I live

             3   very odd hours.  I couldn't really use a vanpool very  

             4   well, but I could use a bike well and I did use a bike

             5   well when I needed to.  And the idea that if I had to get

             6   home with a taxi, I could do that any time.  It was very  

             7   nice.  I never used them, but I did park on campus a few  

             8   times when I couldn't come right back and that was very  

             9   handy.

            10             My email is, cmpenchina@gmail.com  

            11

            12  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  The residents along Santa

            13   Florencia in Solana Beach, essentially it is the  

            14   residents who are on the northeast corridor of Solana

            15   Beach along the I-5 North to the eastside.  We were told  

            16   that there would be sound walls to mitigate some of the  

            17   noise along Santa Florencia where they will be  

            18   encroaching, and we are now finding out that only the top

            19   few homes on the street will have sound walls.   

            20 And what we would like to see, is the sound

            21   wall continued all the way through to the corner of Santa

            22   Florencia and Santa Inez or even extend it to Santa Inez.

            23   The freeway takes a turn there, it would be great to have

            24   the sound wall go to that, it would extend it about eight

            25   more houses essentially, and its still quite a bit
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Responses to Anonymous Commenter #7

Thank you for your comments regarding potential noise concerns 
in the area east of I-5 and south of Manchester Avenue in the City 
of Solana Beach, which are part of the public record.  As outlined 
in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a level of 67 
dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” “reasonable,” 
and approved by property owners per applicable Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  Accordingly, 
based on noise levels and the assessment of “reasonable and 
feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures required by the 
Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and described in Section
3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls have been identified 
for the project in appropriate locations, including two potential 
options for S622 in the subject area along Santa Florencia.  
Specifically, as described in Section 3.15, Option 1 of this structure 
extends between stations 616+45 and 626+00, and would provide 
noise abatement for residences represented by noise receptors 
R7.18 and R7.20 to R7.32 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 24 and 25, and Table 3.15.15).  This option was not 
recommended, however, due to the potential for this soundwall to 
block scenic views of San Elijo Lagoon, which are protected under 
the Coastal Act (refer to Table 3.15.16).  Option 2 for S622 would 
extend between stations 619+20 and 622+00, and would provide 
noise abatement for residences represented by noise receptors 
R7.23 through R7.26 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
24 and 25, and Table 3.15.15).  Option 2 would not be “reasonable” 

01
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             1   shorter than the option.  They rejected an option, which  

             2   was Option 1, had the build going say, 3,000-some odd  

             3   feet and they said that cost just isn't feasible, so they  

             4   shortened it to 900 feet.

             5             What we're asking for, is to extend it, not all  

             6   the way to the 3,000, but extend it through the homes, to  

             7   the bottom of Santa Florencia.   

             8 There are 15 of us here tonight that are very

             9   upset about this.

            10 And should I give my phone number?  I'll give  

            11   my phone number for this.  I live at 7001 Santa  

            12   Florencia, Solana Beach.   

            13             And the phone number is, 858.442.8370.  And if

            14   somebody could just call me about that, that would be  

            15   great.

            16             But essentially, our entire street and then the  

            17   few streets that go to the east of us, we're very  

            18   concerned about the sound.  We were told that we  

            19   qualified for sound wall, as we are right now, so when

            20   they build, we're going to literally be qualified for a  

            21   sound wall and yet, we still won't be receiving one.  We  

            22   were told that we were eligible for a sound wall and

            23   would have had one after the new interchange when Santa

            24   Fe went in; however, they did not put a sound wall at

            25   that time because they said that there will be expansion  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        26 

01
cont.

03

02

as the estimated construction cost would exceed the “reasonable” 
allowance, but is preliminarily recommended to provide noise 
abatement for “severely impacted” noise receptors.  The final 
decision regarding construction of this soundwall would be made 
based on final project design parameters, the coastal permitting 
process, and consideration of input from affected homeowners, 
including your request to extend S622.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Soundwall Considerations” for additional information 
on noise and soundwall analysis.

01
cont.

02 Regarding your request to be contacted by Caltrans staff via 
telephone to discuss your project concerns, this contact has been 
conducted.  Please also note that all comments received during 
the public review process are part of the public record.

With respect to project-related noise concerns, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 01 above.  Regarding the hearing 
exhibits, and as noted in this comment, the depiction of Soundwall 
S622 on these exhibits, as well as on Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14o 
and 2-2.14p, is incorrect.  Specifically, the extent of S622 on the 
noted exhibits and figures reflects Option 1 of this structure, which 
was not recommended due to the potential for this soundwall to 
block scenic views of San Elijo Lagoon, as discussed above in the 
response to your Comment 01.  The location of S622 has been 
corrected to reflect the recommended Option 2 on Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 24 and 25.

03
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             1   of the freeway within 15 years and because of that, we're  

             2   ineligible for a sound wall, because one would probably  

             3   be erected during that time, well now, we're going to get  

             4   a freeway expansion and no sound wall.

             5             So we are, you know, the maps that are on the  

             6   display here tonight are incorrect.  We've been told, and

             7   so many of my neighbors were under the assumption, based  

             8   on these maps, that they'd have a sound wall, and in  

             9   fact, we learned tonight, they don't have a sound wall. 

            10 We would really appreciate some clarification  

            11   and consideration of our, you know, the sound is going to

            12   impact us to the point where we won't be able to use our  

            13   backyards, and there's got be some sort of consideration  

            14   for that.

            15   The only thing I would like to add is,

            16   according to the decibel charts, a sound wall in the  

            17   model, a sound wall would mitigate it more than six  

            18   decibels and yet, they're saying we don't qualify.  So  

            19   it's not just us thinking that, it's in their data, but  

            20   they're not doing it.   

            21             Another thing I'd like to say, is a few of the  

            22   neighbors at the top of the street, are concerned that

            23   the sound wall may not help them where it's proposed that  

            24   we should all -- the sound wall should be shifted north

            25   by a few houses.  I don't know if that's -- that was  
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             1   their concern.

             2             And I see her, but I don't see the husband.  So  

             3   I wanted to get that on record.

             4 The worst part, that is, the people at the top  

             5   of our street who are above the freeway, who won't  

             6   benefit tremendously from the sound wall, are getting a  

             7   sound wall and they're not excited about it, because it  

             8   could block their view.  Those of us at the north end who

             9   don't have any views, will just have the noise.   

            10

            11             My name is Dr. James M. Hardison.  I'm a Ph.D.   

            12   My address is, 803 Santa Rosita, Solana Beach 92075.   

            13             And telephone number, 858.792.2434; cell phone,

            14   858.342.5050.  My email is, Hardisonphd@yahoo.com 

            15             Now, I am concerned about this project and I  

            16   need to have these questions answered.  I'm not going to  

            17   put the numbers on there.   

            18  We start off:  Why are you not providing sound

            19   barriers for my house"?  You have the address.   

            20             "What is the increase in decibels expected at  

            21   my house with this freeway expansion"?   

            22             Next question:  "Who will be liable for  

            23   decrease in the quality of life after the project  

            24   expansion is completed"?   

            25             Next question:  "Who do we sue for decrease
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Responses to Dr. James M. Hardison

Thank you for comments regarding potential project-related noise 
concerns in the area east of I-5 and north of Lomas Santa Fe 
in the City of Solana Beach (803 Santa Rosita).  As outlined in 
EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, the project would address existing 
and future noise levels when conditions would approach a 
level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations, 
including two potential options for S622 in the subject area.  
Specifically, as described in Section 3.15, Option 1 of this structure 
extends between stations 616+45 and 626+00, and would provide 
noise abatement for residences represented by noise receptors 
R7.18 and R7.20 to R7.32 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 24 and 25, and Table 3.15.15).  This option was not 
recommended, however, due to the potential for this soundwall 
to block scenic views of San Elijo Lagoon, which are protected 
under the Coastal Act (refer to Table 3.15.16).  Option 2 for S622 
would extend between stations 619+20 and 622+00, and would 
provide noise abatement for residences represented by noise 
receptors R7.23 through R7.26 (refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 25 and 26, and Table 3.15.15).  Option 2 would not 
be “reasonable” as the estimated construction cost would exceed 

01
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01
cont.

the “reasonable” allowance, but is preliminarily recommended to 
provide noise abatement for “severely impacted” noise receptors.  
The final decision regarding construction of this soundwall would 
be made based on final project design parameters, the coastal 
permitting process, and input from affected homeowners.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise/soundwall analysis.

As indicated in EIR/EIS Table 3.15.15, the projected future (with 
the project and no soundwall) noise level at noise receptor R7.20 
(803 Santa Rosita) is 66 dBA.  This would represent an increase 
of three dBA over the existing noise level of 63 dBA.  Per the 
discussion in the 2007 Noise Study Report prepared for the project, 
the average healthy ear can barely perceive noise level changes 
of three decibels or less.

Please refer to Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” regarding 
potential effects of proposed I-5 modifications on North County lifestyle 
and why those effects are not expected to result in a substantial 
adverse effect on the overall quality of life in the communities already 
crossed by this highway.  Specifically with regard to Solana Beach, 
Caltrans has worked with the City to develop a number of potential 
enhancement projects, including the following: (1) Streetscape 
Enhancements on Ida Avenue; (2) Pedestrian Trailhead at Solana 
Hills Drive; and (3) the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail in the City of 
Solana Beach, intended to provide a non-vehicular alternative along 
the entire I-5 project corridor.  Based on the described information, 
implementation of new project features is not expected to have an 
adverse effect on the quality of life of local residents.

02
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             1   quality of life, resulting from this project"? 

             2             Next question:  "Why can't we build sound walls  

             3   for my property"?  

             4             Next question:  If the project causes loss or

             5   reduction of hearing, who do we sue"?  

             6             Next question:  "What will it take to stop this  

             7   project"? 

             8  Next question:  "Increase noise devaluates

             9   property, who will pay for this loss"? 

            10             Next question:  "Why can't public  

            11   transportation be designed to reduce traffic"?   

            12             Next question:  "Who will pay for the sound  

            13   reduction of my home to offset the increase noise  

            14   resulting from this project"? 

            15             Next question:  "Can we sue for the loss of  

            16   value of our property"?   

            17             Last question:  "How do we stop this project"?  

            18   Not really; please, I'd like to add one more question.   

            19             My question is, "Why can't you design a bus  

            20   large enough to hold 10 or 12 cars and have the cars get

            21   on the bus and be transported into town, which would

            22   reduce the emission tenfold, see"? 

            23             They do that in some cities in Europe.  This  

            24   would reduce the emissions tremendously.  If you have  

            25   buses on a special bus route, to say, "Okay.  Come and
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07

08
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09

04

03

Regarding potential project-related noise concerns and the request for 
a soundwall at the subject property (803 Santa Rosita), please refer 
to the response to your Comment 01 above.  Based on the projected 
sound levels at this location, damage to hearing would not occur.

03

The project will not move forward if, following consideration of the 
environmental analysis combined with the comments provided 
on the Draft EIR/EIS (and responses to those comments), the 
decision makers decide that anticipated benefits to San Diego 
drivers associated with the proposed project are outweighed by 
potential environmental impacts. 

04

Public transportation plays an important role in reduction of 
traffic on the state highway system.  It is a critical element of 
the multi-agency, multimodal planning that has been ongoing 
for the I-5 North Coast Corridor, as further described in Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System” and “Mass Transit.”  All modes 
of transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, 
and bikeways, are expected to require improvement for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency, based on regional traffic 
projections; improvements to many of these facilities are currently 
being planned by other agencies.  These measures, in and of 
themselves, are not a substitute for freeway widening.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” for additional 
related information.

06

As noted in the response to your Comment 01, the change in noise 
level would be barely perceptible.  As a result, associated loss of 
property value is not anticipated.

05

07 As discussed in response to your Comment 01, the cost of 
constructing a noise barrier, when found to be “reasonable” and 
“feasible,” will be included in the cost of the proposed improvements; 
attenuation that does not meet these requirements would not be 
provided by Caltrans.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 05 regarding 
property value.

08
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 04 regarding your 
interest in stopping the project.

09

A bus large enough to transport 10 to 12 cars would likely be of a 
size that would not accelerate or maintain speed on hills well, thus 
potentially impeding the flow of traffic, and would likely result in 
relatively high levels of emissions, particularly of diesel particulate 
matter.  The more efficient movement of people, through means 
such as carpools, buses, and trains, is the preferred regional 
transportation strategy.

10

             1   get on the bus," like, you know, this could be like the

             2   bus, just come on the bus and they'll take you into town.   

             3             (Whereupon the I-5 North Corridor Hearing  

             4   concluded at 8:00 p.m.) 

             5   \\ 

             6   \\ 

             7

             8

             9

            10

            11

            12

            13

            14

            15

            16

            17

            18

            19

            20

            21

            22

            23

            24

            25
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             1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

             2   COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  ) 

             3

             4

             5

             6            I, Gloria D. Mazon, C.S.R. No. 9356, hereby

             7   certify, that the foregoing statements from this public  

             8   hearing were recorded true to the best of my ability by  

             9   electronic transcription, and supervised under my  

            10   supervision. 

            11

            12             Dated in San Diego, California, this______day,

            13   of_____________,2010. 

            14

            15

            16                       _____________________________________ 

            17                            Gloria D. Mazon CSR No. 9356 

            18

            19

            20

            21

            22

            23

            24

            25
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OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

                              FOR THE COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO 

     TAKEN ON:  THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2010 

                            TAKEN AT:  1 PIRATES COVE

                                       OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA

                            REPORTER:  GLORIA D. MAZON 

                                       CSR NO. 9356 
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             1   CALTRANS I-5 NORTH HEARING, THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 9, 2010 

             2 OCEANSIDE HIGH SCHOOL MULTI-PURPOSE ROOM 

             3 1 PIRATES COVE, OCEANSIDE, CALIFORNIA 92054 

             4                     5:00 p.m. - 8:00 p.m. 

             5                            * * * 

             6

             7             My name is Nadine Scott, 550 Hoover Street,  

             8   Oceanside, California 92054.   

             9             I would like to know, how this can be

            10   adequately studied without a complete list of full and  

            11   partial takes, with exact maps showing each economic --  

            12   and economic study, showing the value of lost homes.   

            13   Question 1.

            14        Question 2:  There's no adequate representation to  

            15   show how they flyover or actually work coming off  

            16   Oceanside Boulevard and other locations and how it will  

            17   affect noise, based on the acoustics of that particular

            18   area.

            19             Have any noise studies been done east of I-5?   

            20   As far east as Hoover Street and Industry Street?       

            21             And that'll be it for now.   

            22  Besides, this whole proposal is misguided,  

            23   amoral, and truly behind the times.  We need to focus on  

            24   public transportation not more lanes.   

            25
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Responses to Nadine Scott

Thank you for your comments regarding potential property 
acquisitions, which are part of the public record.  It is Caltrans’ 
intent to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties that abut an 
existing highway system.

Regarding your concern for full and partial property acquisitions, 
the project’s Draft Relocation Impact Report contains a full study 
of the number of properties subject to a possible acquisition per 
build alternative, as well as economic considerations and available 
relocation resources.  Exact details, such as home addresses, are 
not listed because project design is not complete.  Section 3.4.2, 
Relocations and Real Property Acquisition, summarizes the 
anticipated number of affected properties for each build alternative 
that was fully evaluated in the EIR/EIS (refer to Tables 3.4.1, 3.4.2, 
3.4.3, 3.4.4b, 3.4.4b, and 3.4.5).  

Following circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, 
the 8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  This alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS, is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative has been determined to be the locally preferred 
alternative (LPA) and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as 
the Preferred Alternative.  If a build alternative is selected, the 
number of property acquisitions and relocations resulting from the 
project would continue to be minimized to the extent practicable 
through design efforts.  The final precise numbers and dimensions 
of property required will not be known until just prior to the 
acquisition of individual properties.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition.” 

01
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Regarding property values of properties identified for full or partial 
acquisition, an appraisal would be conducted to determine the 
fair market value, and a corresponding offer of just compensation 
would be made.  Please refer to the Topical Response “Acquisition 
Valuation” for additional information.

If the commenter is referring to the proposed direct access ramps 
(DARs), DARs provide transit vehicles, carpools, and toll-paying 
customers grade-separated access to the HOV/Managed Lanes 
without using the general purpose lanes.  They are designed to 
reduce travel times and delays for those vehicles, as well as riders 
using nearby transit centers and park and ride lots, by redirecting 
trips from the freeway interchanges and general purpose lanes 
directly to the HOV/Managed Lanes.  DARs are proposed at Voigt 
Drive and Manchester Avenue.  Following the circulation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the originally proposed 
DARs at Cannon Drive and Oceanside Boulevard were eliminated 
from the build alternatives.  Refer to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 2 and 3, and Figures 3-7.41 and 3-7.42 for plan view and 
photo simulations of the proposed DAR at Voigt Drive, and Final 
EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 26 and 27, and Figure 3-7.50 for 
the Manchester Avenue DAR.  The noise impact information 
presented in Section 3.15, Noise, reflects the proposed roadway 
configurations at these locations.

02

01
cont.

As illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 60 through
62, several noise receptors were identified and studied east of 
I-5 between Oceanside Boulevard and Mission Avenue.  Studies 
were focused on noise receptors close to the freeway, as they 
have the greatest potential to be impacted by noise associated 
with the project.  This is because noise is attenuated at a rate of 
three decibels for each doubling of distance from the source.

Regarding public transportation, please note that the project is only 
one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort for 
North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has 
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been actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  
Please also refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.

04
cont.
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             1             My name is John Bennett Kidwell.   

             2             I just want to express my opinion, that this  

             3   little show-and-tell is really nothing about what is

             4   going on with the system.  It is strictly a panacea to  

             5   the people who think this is going to be useful.  They  

             6   put stuff out about rail, there's nothing in here about

             7   rail or mass transportation.  All they want to do is use

             8   full tired and ineffective solutions to a problem that  

             9   needs to have an innovative difference, totally different

            10   look at how to solve the problem.   

            11             This is nothing but a show-and-tell, a panacea

            12   and is used in a way to stifle opposition through the

            13   project of expanding the I-5.

            14

            15             My name is Shari Mackin, 1469 Moreno Street,  

            16   Oceanside.

            17             First and foremost, why weren't the impacts of  

            18   the 78, I-5 interchange included in the Draft

            19   Environmental Impact Report?  These are clearly two  

            20   projects that will both impact the community; however,  

            21   the true impacts were not addressed in the EIR, DEIR  

            22   draft.

            23             Secondly, the engineering map shows that there  

            24   are four takes in the 1400 lot of Moreno Street in

            25   Oceanside; however, newspaper reports that there are   
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Response to John Bennett Kidwell

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The public meetings were intended to gather public 
input specifically with regard to the I-5 NCC Project EIR/EIS.  
As described in Topical Responses “Multimodal System” and 
“Corridor Alternatives,” the EIR/EIS is the latest phase in a lengthy, 
comprehensive planning process that has been ongoing to 
evaluate transportation improvements in the North Coast Corridor.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format” regarding 
the format and content of the public meetings.

Regarding rail and mass transportation, please note that the project 
is only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement 
effort for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of 
transportation, including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and 
bikeways, are expected to require improvement in order for the 
overall system to work at peak efficiency; improvements to many 
of these facilities are currently being planned by other agencies.  
Caltrans has been actively involved in this regional multimodal 
planning effort.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Rail 
Preference” and “Mass Transit” for additional discussion regarding 
ongoing plans and improvements to public transportation.

01

Responses to Shari Mackin

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  

With regard to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange Project, while some 
improvements to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange connectors are 
included as part of the I-5 NCC Project (see Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 
56 and 57, of the Final EIR/EIS), the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange 
Project is a separate project.  Specific design of the SR-78 ultimate 
connection with I-5 has not been completed. The county’s freeway 
system is highly interrelated, and many of its segments will require 
improvement in order to meet future transportation demands.  It is, 
however, not practical to wait until plans are available for the entire 
system before commencing analysis and/or implementation of any 
one element.  The I-5 /Highway 78 Interchange was included as 
cumulative project 14 on Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.25.1, Cumulative 
Projects, of the EIR/EIS and addressed in the discussion of cumulative 

01
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(John Bennett Kidwell.  Cont.)

             1   full relocations on the 1400 block of Moreno, five in

             2   addition to the four that were cited in the EIR; however,  

             3   the Interstate 5 Corridor project paper released from  

             4   Caltrans showing potential, partial impact on the 8+4  

             5   Buffer Alternative, does not show -- take such as 1470

             6   Moreno, which is on the engineering map, as a full  

             7   relocation in the Interstate 5 Corridor Project.

             8             The EIR is flaw.  The DEIR is flawed and should

             9   not be approved until the full relocations are stated, or  

            10   given to the public to review the impacts addressed to   

            11   the DEIR.

            12             In addition, the full relocations shown in

            13   the -- I don't know how to cite this -- the 8+4 Buffer

            14   Alternative Preliminary Report, 11-SD-5-CPR45.7/R89.1.   

            15   (PMR28.4/R555.4)EA235800; given to the reporter to go

            16   into the record.

            17

            18             My name is Jeff. 

            19             I just want to know why -- I just pulled a

            20   permit from the City of Oceanside to build a big room  

            21   addition, like with $60,000 room addition on the back of  

            22   my house, and now -- and I had no idea that my -- how  

            23   long has this been going on, this list for relocation?   

            24   But it's on the list for taking some of my property.  So  

            25   I wouldn't have done that had I known.   
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Please note that aerial photographs with a generalized right-of-
way plotted on them were provided in the Draft EIR/EIS (Figures
2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao).  Reference to them would provide a 
general idea regarding potential project footprint and relationship 
to your property of concern.  These have been updated in the Final 
EIR/EIS to reflect the locally preferred alternative (LPA) as the 
Preferred Alternative (Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67).  There
is no intent to withhold information from the public.  Please note 
that, at the time of the 2010 hearings on the Draft EIR/EIS, Caltrans 
engineers were still refining the project design and working to 
minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to properties to the 
extent possible.  Accordingly, it was considered inappropriate to 
release tentative information in a public forum at that time about 
properties that could potentially be acquired.  To have been more 
precise could have affected home sales by property owners whose 
property ultimately would be unaffected by the final project (if a 
build alternative is approved).  These refinements will continue 
through final project design, and the final precise numbers and 
dimensions of property required will not be known until just prior to 
the acquisition of individual properties.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Property Acquisition.”

02

Responses to Jeff (no last name given)

Preliminary scoping meetings to introduce the project concept were 
held in 2001 and the Notice of Preparation for the EIR/EIS was 
published October 20, 2004.  Please refer to EIR/EIS Chapter 5, 
Comments and Coordination, for additional information regarding 
public outreach efforts associated with the project.  As described in 
Topical Response “Property Acquisition,” however, project design 
is still being refined.  If your property must be purchased, Caltrans 
will work with you regarding relocation and you will be compensated 
for fair market value for your home, as improved.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Acquisition Valuation” regarding property 
valuation, and Appendix C, Relocation Assistance Information, of 
the EIR/EIS.  The proposed project would not result in freeway 

01

effects in Section 3.25, Cumulative Impacts.  As planning for the 
I-5 / SR-78 Interchange Project progresses, environmental review 
and coordination with the public to help determine areas of concern 
specific to the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange project will begin.  

01
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(Jeff cont) 

             1    Why would I invest $60,000-something, if  

             2   they're going to start clearing out?  I mean, I'll never  

             3   get that value back, that's why I did it, to put an ocean  

             4   view on my house.  Now, I'll have a freeway view.   

             5 When did the City know about the impact of my  

             6   property?  Because no one said nothing to me when I  

             7   pulled my permit, that's frustrating and that was like,  

             8   14 months ago.  If they would have said they're going to  

             9   disrupt your property and told me that when I pulled my  

            10   permit and gave me the option to continue it on, I  

            11   wouldn't have proceeded with my room addition.   

            12             And, you know, I wouldn't have never done that,  

            13   because if this goes through, the value of my house is  

            14   not going to be the same.   

            15   So my email is, jeffb72@live.net; 760.310.9178.

            16

            17             My name is Zeb Navarro.  And I live at 1316  

            18   Buena Street, Oceanside, California 92058.   

            19             Our family is, you know, in one of the affected  

            20   areas of this project, and we're just concerned about the  

            21   proposed pedestrian walkway connecting Mission to Bush

            22   Street, and mainly because of the high crime in the area.   

            23   And we've had to deal with homeless, gang members,  

            24   alcoholics that already are there using that freeway

            25   illegally as pedestrians.   

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         4 

01
cont.

01

views for properties that do not currently have views of the freeway.  
Substantial adverse impacts to property values are not anticipated 
from project implementation because a number of larger factors 
drive property values in the San Diego region. These factors 
include proximity to coastal areas, school districts, accessibility to 
public facilities and amenities, neighborhood affiliation, lifestyle, 
etc., as well as a potential increase in property values over 
time.  Please refer to Topical Response “Property Valuation” for 
information regarding factors affecting residential property value.

01
cont.

Responses to Zeb Navarro

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

Planned community enhancements are not anticipated to result in 
an increase in crime.  The proposed park and community garden 
and enhanced pedestrian overpass connection on Bush Street 
have been identified as desirable community enhancements 
through working with the City of Oceanside.  Enhanced lighting 
would be provided on the Bush Street overcrossing, as well as 
along Santa Barbara Street, Buena Street, Civic Center Drive 
and Witzel Street, in the vicinity of these improvements.  It 
should be noted, however, that potential for increase in crime is 
not an environmental issue to be addressed under the California 
Environmental Quality Act or National Environmental Policy Act, 
and Caltrans does not provide law enforcement services.

01
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(Zeb Navarro cont.) 

             1 And our concern is, that this will just raise  

             2   the crime in our area.  We have a concern with one of the  

             3   affected areas right next to our house.  This is located

             4   in a sewage treatment plant that wasn't on any of the  

             5   plans that we saw here, and our concern is the mitigation  

             6   for the sewage plan.

             7             Is it going to move closer to our house?  Or is  

             8   it because it's not well maintained by the City of  

             9   Oceanside?  We have concerns about the proposed park on  

            10   one of the residences that are going to be taken out

            11   because of this project, we are against any type of park  

            12   located next to our house, mainly because of the crime  

            13   rate in our area.  And we're very concerned about our

            14   property as well, as any necessary crime that area may  

            15   generate for us.

            16             And my father is concerned with the design of

            17   the sound barrier.  We would like it to be very pleasing

            18   and we want it to look nice; just generally look nice.

            19             And that's it.   

            20

            22             My name is Mike Bullock.  And I live in South  

            23   Oceanside; 1800 Bayberry Drive, Oceanside, 92054.   

            24             The first thing I want to say and my question  

            25   is, why did they think that this will reduce congestion

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         5 
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02

01

With regard to sewage treatment, Oceanside’s wastewater 
treatment facilities are located at 1330 Tait Street and 3950 North 
River Road; neither of these facilities is located in proximity to I-5, 
and they would not be affected by the I-5 NCC Project.

01
cont.

02 Regarding the design of the proposed soundwall in the noted 
location (Soundwall S868), while the exact nature of the soundwalls 
for the proposed project is uncertain at this time, Section 3.7, Visual/
Aesthetics, of the EIR/EIS identifies a number of measures to address 
associated potential visual concerns.  Specifically, as depicted on 
Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-7.113 through 3-7.119, and 3-7.122,  this 
may include efforts such as the use of landscaping, articulated 
facades, earthen berms (or berm and wall combinations), and/or 
transparent materials to retain desirable views.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Visual/Community Effects” for more information 
regarding local visual effects of the proposed improvement. 

Responses to Mike Bullock

Thank you for your comments, which are noted and are part of 
the public record.  The project is designed to maintain or reduce 
traffic congestion along the I-5 corridor through 2050 as part of 
a multimodal system.  The use of HOV/Managed Lanes would 

01
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provide additional highway capacity by increasing the number 
of vehicle occupants.  These types of lanes are intended to give 
carpool users and bus riders a quicker and more reliable ride by 
bypassing areas of heavy traffic congestion during peak periods.  
It is understood that the proposed project would not eliminate 
congestion.  Nonetheless, the project would result in substantially 
less congestion than would occur under the No Build alternative.  
For example, as outlined in Final EIR/EIS Table 3.6.3, total 
southbound weekday delays in Year 2030 under the No Build 
option would be approximately 14,000 vehicle hours, with this 
number reduced to 3,700 hours for the 10+4 alternatives and 
8,000 hours for the 8+4 alternatives.

The projected increase of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is 
anticipated to be relatively small (approximately four percent) 
in association with the proposed project, due to a combination 
of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering this factor, 
as well as the HOV/Managed Lanes proposed, the number of 
additional vehicles on the road is anticipated to be relatively small.  
While the I-5 NCC Project is expected to improve traffic on I-5 
within the North Coast Corridor when compared with the No Build 
alternative, it is unlikely that the improvements would encourage 
residents to seek jobs farther from their existing residences.  
Even with the proposed improvements, congestion and extended 
travel times would continue to occur in the morning and afternoon 
commute hours.  Similarly, it is unlikely that local communities 
would increase development intensity and density in response 
to the traffic improvements that would occur with the proposed 
project.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected Growth” 
regarding accommodation of projected growth.

With respect to the comment regarding assessing fees for driving 
and parking, California Senate Bill 468 authorizes the San Diego 
Association of Governments (SANDAG) to conduct, administer, 
and operate a value pricing high-occupancy toll lane program on 
I-5, which is part of the proposed project.  Caltrans provides free 
parking at its park and ride facilities as a means to encourage ride-
sharing, thus minimizing congestion and emissions.  Pricing of 

01
cont.
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 (Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   in the longer run, when in the past, freeways that have

             2   been widened have always wound up congested?

             3             What seems obvious to me, is that widening the  

             4   freeway will increase driving two different ways.  The

             5   first, is holding development constantly, people will

             6   decide to take a job further away from their home or  

             7   people will decide to live further away from their job,  

             8   when they see a lot of large freeways being provided.

             9             The second one is, that development won't stay  

            10   the same.  The expansion of the freeway will lead to more  

            11   zoning changes, which will produce sprawl and its  

            12   decisions to finance sprawl.

            13             In other words, lending institutions will be  

            14   more likely to fund sprawl developments when freeway  

            15   lanes are present and built.  So freeway expansion will  

            16   not solve congestion.  What will solve congestion and  

            17   what Caltrans never discusses, is the pricing of driving

            18   and the pricing of parking.

            19 So my question is, why does Caltrans act like

            20   the highway lobby and cover up the fact that pricing is

            21   actually the way to solve congestion, pricing means  

            22   vehicle Miles Traveled, VMT.  The Vehicle Miles Traveled  

            23   fee is like being done in the Netherlands by 2014, and

            24   Denmark by 2016, by a company, a Canadian company called  

            25   "Skymeter," one word, it's Canadian; since Caltrans is  
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02

parking beyond the State highway system is outside the purview 
of Caltrans; it is suggested that such comments be directed to 
SANDAG for consideration in regional transportation and land use 
planning.

01
cont.

02 In regard to pricing and fees as a means to solve congestion, 
funding for road construction and maintenance comes from a 
variety of sources, including gasoline sales taxes.  Residents of the 
County benefit from the availability of public roadways to transport 
goods and allow provision of services in a timely and efficient 
manner, regardless of the individual decision to drive.  Decisions 
regarding taxation policy are beyond Caltrans’ authority; such 
decisions are made by local and State legislative bodies, as well 
as the voting public.  It should be noted that in November 2004, 
San Diego County voters approved an extension of the sales tax 
for transportation, which would help to fund the proposed project, 
through the year 2048.  The project would include HOV/Managed 
Lanes, which single-occupant vehicles having the option to pay 
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 (Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   supposed to care about transportation, they should know

             2   all about Skymeter.   

             3             So I have a question, have you ever heard of

             4   Skymeter?  If you have not, why do you have a job in the  

             5   field of transportation and yet, have no interest in

             6   transportation? 

             7             On the other hand, if you have heard of

             8   Skymeter, then you know that is the answer to our

             9   congestion problem.   

            10             And then my question is, why do you not    

            11   publicize Skymeter and the solution to congestion, which  

            12   is pricing?   

            13             Let me provide some factual information.      

            14             The Chair of the Transportation Commission of  

            15   the State of California has said, that the gas tax used

            16   to pay for the construction of roads and for the

            17   maintenance of roads, but now he says, that the gasoline

            18   tax pays nothing for the construction of roads and only

            19   pays 50 percent of the cost of maintenance.  Obviously,

            20   driving is incorrectly priced.  It's obviously priced too  

            21   low, that's why there is too much driving, it's priced  

            22   too low.

            23             The money that is used to build roads and

            24   maintain roads comes from general taxes, such as sales  

            25   taxes, property taxes, income taxes and this is unrelated  
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could opt to use by paying a fee.  The FasTrak system is used to 
collect tolls electronically.  The California Legislature passed a bill 
requiring the same system be used on all of its tolled bridges and 
roads and FasTrak is this system.

02
cont.

Funding for road construction and maintenance comes from 
a variety of sources, including gasoline sales taxes.  Residents 
of the County benefit from the availability of public roadways to 
transport goods and allow provision of services in a timely and 
efficient manner, regardless of the individual decision to drive.  
Decisions regarding taxation policy are beyond Caltrans’ authority; 
such decisions are made by local and State legislative bodies, 
as well as the voting public.  It should be noted that San Diego 
County voters approved using a portion of sales tax revenue to 
help fund local transportation projects for the last two decades 
through the TransNet Program and has recently extended this 
program through the year 2048.

By providing funding for highway improvements, the State 
of California is not “encouraging” residents to drive private 
automobiles, nor is it “promoting” construction of new roads.  Rather, 
the funding is responding to increases in automobile traffic, which 
are forecast by regional governments (e.g., SANDAG) despite 
ongoing efforts to promote alternative forms of transportation.  
By responding to the overall transportation needs of the State of 
California, the director of Caltrans is appropriately carrying out the 
responsibilities of his position.

03
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 (Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   to the decision to drive.  A BMTC is fair, because the  

             2   payment is related to the decision to drive; people

             3   paying for driving when they buy a pair of shoes in a

             4   sales tax is unfair and in fact, it's immoral.  It's in  

             5   fact, stealing money from people that drive less and  

             6   giving it to people that drive more; however, the State  

             7   has no good reason to encourage driving.

             8             So my question is this:  Does the State of  

             9   California have a good reason to encourage driving, other

            10   than satisfying Caltrans' desire to build more roads?  If  

            11   so, please tell me the reasons that the State of  

            12   California should encourage driving.

            13             The Director of Caltrans has a very

            14   responsible job and brings to that job a set of values

            15   which may and should include fairness.  If fairness is

            16   not a value held by the Director of Caltrans, that

            17   director should resign.

            18  Do you agree that the Director of Caltrans

            19   should resign, if that director has no interest in

            20   fairness and morality in the public funding of roads?   

            21   The other solution to congestion, is to

            22   unbundle the cost of car parking.  Have you, Caltrans,

            23   ever thought about the concept of unbundling the cost of

            24   car parking? Car parking is an expensive commodity to

            25   provide.  Car parking when it's heavily subsidized as it  
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As noted in the response to your Comment 01, the pricing of 
parking, aside from park and ride facilities, which are intended to 
encourage ride-sharing, is not within Caltrans’ authority.

04
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(Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   usually is in California, reduces people's wages, it  

             2   increases their rent, it increases the cost of their food

            3   and it increases their cost of all consumer items.      

             4             Professor Donald Shoup, the author of "The high

             5   cost of free parking," has written that 99 percent of the

             6   trips in the United States are in unpriced parking.  This

             7   means that almost always, the cost of parking is bundled

             8   into other costs or reduces wage.  This situation where  

             9   the cost of parking is bundled, is unfair to people that

            10   drive less.  It takes money from people that drive less  

            11   and gives that money to people that drive more.   

            12  When parking becomes priced, driving is

            13   substantially increased, people respond to the chance to

            14   get back the money they lose on parking by driving less.

            15   The best studies show at places of employment, it reduces  

            16   driving between 15 and 25 percent.   

            17             The bundling of parking at a Government  

            18   facility is unconstitutional, because it violates the  

            19   constitutional principle of equal protection of the law.

            20  Does Caltrans provide so-called free parking  

            21   for its employees?  If it does, that is unfair to its  

            22   employees that don't use that parking.  It is  

            23   unconstitutional.  It is unfair and it is immoral.

            24             Has anyone at Caltrans ever thought about

            25   eliminating free parking at work and instead, unbundling

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING         9 
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 (Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   the cost which would mean they would charge for the  

             2   parking and then give all of the earnings back to all of

             3   the employees in proportion to the hours that they  

             4   worked?  This would mean driver's get parking lot  

             5   earnings, and non-drivers get parking lot earnings, but

             6   only driver's would pay for the parking.   

             7 And furthermore, the parking would be available

             8   to non-employees, because they would contribute money to  

             9   all of the employees, as they should.  In this way, the  

            10   parking would be unbundled in its cost and shared.

            11   Sharing parking is beneficial, because it allows less

            12   parking to be required.  Unbundling the cost of parking

            13   throughout society in California, would be more fair,  

            14   would be constitutional for the cases of a Government  

            15   facility, and should be required by law, since laws

            16   should be enacted to require fundamental economic  

            17   fairness.  If we priced the driving on our roads and we

            18   priced the parking, you know, on the parking lots in our

            19   street, we would have no need for these freeway

            20   widenings.

            21             Finally, I want to ask Caltrans, how they feel

            22   about our grandchildren and their right to life on this

            23   planet, and if they understand that we, with our burning  

            24   of fossil fuel, eliminating the chance at life on this  

            25   planet, we are destabilizing our climate.  And to be

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        10 

04
cont.

05

Regarding potential project-related impacts from greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions – EIR/EIS Section 4.6, Climate Change,
analyzes project-associated GHG emissions, including a 
quantified evaluation of potential impacts from the project build 
alternatives.  Overall, project implementation would be expected 
to result in lower I-5 GHG vehicular emissions than no build 
conditions.  Please refer to Topical Response “Climate Change” 
for additional information regarding GHG emissions in California, 
research by Caltrans on this topic, and tons per day of carbon 
dioxide anticipated to be lowered with the project.

05
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 (Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   stabilization, will result in a significant die-off of  

             2   the human population to include the possibility of  

             3   complete extinction.   

             4   Does Caltrans understand these facts about

             5   global warming?  And if so, how do you rationalize  

             6   jeopardizing life on this planet for your short-term  

             7   comfort and career stability?   

             8             I guess that's it.  My email is  

             9   mike_bullock@earthlink.net.   

            10

            11             My name is Alisa Burns.  I'm an Oceanside  

            12   resident.  And I live in the San Francine Villas area of  

            13   Oceanside.

            14             Arturo has come several times to our  

            15   neighborhood to talk about the expansion project and the

            16   impact it'll have on our neighborhood, particularly the

            17   kind of freeway into Camp Pendleton exit.  Camp Pendleton

            18   through our neighborhood right there on Camp Pendleton.   

            19             I just wanted to go on record to say that I am

            20   extremely opposed to this long-term project.  I think the

            21   State is sending a real mixed message on people cutting  

            22   down on our life, like dependency of oil and

            23   environmental by expanding the freeway, you know, there's  

            24   this hold Government push to decrease our dependency on  

            25   oil and yet, here we're expanding the freeway to  
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Responses to Alisa Burns

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.

With regard to dependence on oil, as described in EIR/EIS 
Section 3.16, Energy, the proposed project is anticipated to result 
in a decrease in operational energy consumption by relieving 
congestion and reducing out of direction travel.  

02

01
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 (Mike Bullock cont.) 

             1   accommodate more cars going to and from San Diego, is  

             2   appalling to me.  I'm worried about the impact it's going  

             3   to have on my neighborhood.  The sound walls that are

             4   going to be put up, the restricted access into my  

             5   neighborhood.  They're going to be taking away an entire  

             6   entrance into our neighborhoods on Capistrano Drive, and

             7   I'm as concerned about the impact that it's going to have  

             8   on the San Luis Rey River.

             9 And I'd just be curious to know, just sort of

            10   the environmental studies that they're going to be doing.   

            11   I want to know if people will be getting back on that, if  

            12   they can.  I'd like to know who they're working with to  

            13   get these environmental studies done, what the outcome of  

            14   the environmental studies are, strictly for the San Luis  

            15   Rey River and the bridge that's going to be San Luis Rey  

            16   River.  They're going to have to accommodate all these

            17   lanes.

            18             My email address is, alisa.burns@gmail.com.   

            19

            20             My name is Mike Mellano, Sr. 

            21             I am in favor of moving forward as soon as  

            22   possible, that's what I am in favor of, because we need  

            23   the improvement as quickly as it could be done.  I would  

            24   like to see it done.

            25  ANONYMOUS SPEAKER:  I'm surprised in the way  

CALTRANS I-5 NORTH CORRIDOR HEARING        12 

02
cont.

01

01

05

06

04

03

It is correct that the project proposes to close the existing 
Capistrano Drive exit and entrance point from the I-5 northbound 
off-ramp. Maintaining this existing access point would not be 
practicable due to potential operational problems.  Traffic currently 
using the Capistrano Drive access would be rerouted to the next 
northbound off-ramp, which would be realigned to connect to San 
Rafael Drive.  Because San Rafael Drive eventually connects to 
Capistrano Drive, access to and from the identified neighborhood 
subdivisions would be maintained.

Anticipated impacts associated with the bridge over the San 
Luis Rey River are addressed in applicable sections of the 
EIR/EIS.  For example, refer to Figures 3-9.12, 3-17.1m, 3-18.1h,
3-20.1e, and 3-21.1d, as well as discussion of impacts in Sections
3.9, Hydrology/Drainage and Floodplains; 3.10, Water Quality and 
Storm Water Runoff; 3.17, Natural Environment; 3.18, Wetlands 
and Other Waters; 3.19, Plant Species; 3.20, Animal Species; and 
3.21, Threatened and Endangered Species.

The widening would impact steelhead trout habitat; however, care 
would be taken to preserve sufficient channel width and depth 
beneath the bridge to allow fish movement during construction.  
No long-term impact is expected because a relatively deep open 
water channel under I-5 would continue to exist after construction 
is completed.  Critical habitat for the least Bell’s vireo is designated 
along the river; however, the habitat in the immediate vicinity of the 
bridge does not contain the primary constituent elements to support 
this species.  The EIR/EIS estimates that approximately 2.8 acres of 
southwestern willow flycatcher critical habitat would be permanently 
impacted by shading beneath the bridge.

Impacts to wetlands and associated sensitive birds would be 
accomplished through a comprehensive mitigation program, 
described in Topical Response “Lagoon Effects.”

03

04

A number of biological studies were completed as part of the EIR/
EIS.  These studies addressed a wide range of biology resources 

05

(Alisa Burns cont.)
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ANONYMOUS SPEAKER: (cont.)   

             1   that this isn't more of a meeting, kind of thing.  I

             2   thought it was.

             3             Right now, I'm very -- I'm kind of upset that  

             4   they're -- that it's just a show of what the freeway will  

             5   do for us.  And I don't think we need seven lanes of  

             6   freeway on either side, 14 total, right?  Los Angeles is  

             7   bad enough, you know, for the traffic.  We need a light  

             8   rail system through the center of the freeway that will  

             9   get people up and down that I-5 Corridor, put a lot of

            10   people -- start putting a lot of people in there.

            11             And in San Jose, they did that, we were part of

            12   that and I loved driving, but I went on the light rail, I

            13   loved it.  And I never, ever took my car to work again;  

            14   ever after that.  And they have the two inter-lanes for

            15   this fast rail, the light rail in Sacramento and in San  

            16   Jose.

            17             And there's no reason they couldn't do the same  

            18   thing here; absolutely.  And, you know, I mean, yes, it's  

            19   very crowded.

            20  For instance, during the racing season, you see

            21   an awful lot of cars, but you know what?  The rest of the

            22   year, we don't really need that, you know, there are  

            23   certain times in the summer people come down from L.A. to  

            24   come down to San Diego.  But I am surprised that they  

            25   don't want to do something other than expanding the  
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02 Responses to Anonymous Commenter #1

Please refer to Topical Response “Hearing Format,” regarding the 
meeting purpose and format, as well as Chapter 5, Comments 
and Coordination, of the EIR/EIS, which details the extensive I-5 
outreach program.

01

02

03

Regarding the need for the project, please note that the project is 
only one element of a multi-agency, multimodal improvement effort 
for North Coast Corridor transportation.  All modes of transportation, 
including rail, bus, highway, pedestrian routes, and bikeways, are 
expected to require improvement in order for the overall system to 
work at peak efficiency; improvements to many of these facilities 
are currently being planned by other agencies.  Caltrans has been 
actively involved in this regional multimodal planning effort.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” with regard to 
alternatives previously evaluated for transportation improvements 
in the North Coast Corridor, including light rail.

Regarding your concern that the project will make traffic worse, 
the project is designed to maintain or reduce traffic congestion 
along the I-5 corridor and is not anticipated to result in a substantial 
number of additional trips.  As discussed in Topical Response 
“Project Lifespan,” the proposed project would increase the 

including: vegetation, common plants and animals, threatened 
or endangered plants and animals, and wetlands.  Although the 
studies evaluated biological resources along the entire length 
of the proposed project, they were focused on areas containing 
high quality biological resources such as the coastal lagoons and 
rivers that would be affected by the proposed project.  Complete 
versions of the biology reports are available on the internet at 
www.keepsandiegomoving.com/I-5-Corridor/I-5-EL-Docs.aspx.

The outcomes of the biological studies are summarized in Sections
17 through 22 of the EIR/EIS.  Additional details are provided in 
the Natural Environment Study.

05
cont.

06

01

Responses to Mike Mellano, Sr.

Thank you for your comments expressing support for the I-5 NCC 
Project, which are part of the public record.    
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ANONYMOUS SPEAKER: (cont.)   

            1   freeways, that's not going to alleviate the traffic, it's  

            2   just going to bring more traffic down.  It's just going  

             3   to make it worse.  They're going to be trying to make San  

             4   Diego like Los Angeles and we don't want that.  And  

             5   people don't need to have to -- their property lines are

             6   going to be alleviated because they want -- Caltrans  

             7   wants a beautiful corridor, I mean, yeah, a corridor  

             8   rather than just the amount of lanes that we have now, or  

             9   we could go slower if we have to.  I mean, once in a  

            10   while, the freeways are opened, it's only during peak  

            11   hours.

            12             And we all know that, everybody who works knows

            13   that it's congested at peak hours.   

            14

            15             My name is Mike Lewis.   

            16             And my comments would be my concern over the

            17   noise abatement.  And at least in the area that I'm  

            18   concerned with, has been designated as not reasonable,

            19   considering the sound wall and noise abatement.  And  

            20   obviously, that would concern me because there's a lot of  

            21   noise today.

            22             And so, my question would be, what are you  

            23   going to do about the noise today, let alone the increase

            24   noise level created by these proposed improvements?   

            25 Additionally, I question the criteria that they  
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capacity of this portion of I-5 to relieve both existing and reasonably 
anticipated future congestion, through the design year of 2050.  
The design of the project was based on regional growth forecasts, 
which are prepared by the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG).  SANDAG has also developed the 2050 Regional
Transportation Plan, which plans for the region to trend toward 
more transportation options, with development concentrated 
around transit stations.  Additionally, the potential for the project to 
result in increased traffic, referred to as induced or latent demand, 
has been included in project analysis and is addressed in the 
EIR/EIS.  As described, the projected increase of vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) is anticipated to be relatively small (approximately 
four percent) in association with the proposed project, due to a 
combination of project-specific and regional efforts.  Considering 
this factor, as well as the HOV/Managed Lanes proposed, the 
number of additional vehicles on the road is anticipated to be 
relatively small.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Projected 
Growth” regarding the accommodation of projected growth in 
traffic over time.

In regard to not making San Diego like Los Angeles, no one 
answer is appropriate for all segments of our state highway 
system; congested portions of I-5 in Los Angeles are subject 
to specific constraints in that area.  The proposed changes are 
projected to be appropriate for this segment of I-5, and would occur 
simultaneously at other regional efforts to address transportation 
demand, including changes in land use patterns and improvement 
of public transportation alternatives.

03
cont.

Response to Mike Lewis

Thank you for your comments regarding potential project-
related noise concerns and the associated methodology used 
for project noise measurements, which are part of the public 
record.  As described in EIR/EIS Section 3.15, Noise, although 
project-related noise level increases would vary by location, the 
majority of increases within the I-5 corridor would be three or 
fewer decibels (dBA) over No Build conditions.  Changes of three 
dBA or less are generally not detectable by the average healthy 
human ear.  Despite this conclusion, the project would address 

01
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 (Mike Lewis.  cont). 

             1   use to measure the sounds.  They have the short-term

             2   sound sensors or "receptors" they call them, and they  

             3   have the long-term, which is a 24-hour period, but

             4   depending on the wind conditions which are significant,  

             5   it creates a significant difference in the noise levels

             6   whether the wind is blowing from east or west, or west to

             7   east.

             8             And so, I don't think that they have a clear  

             9   understanding of what the real noise levels really are,

            10   or have a realistic idea of what the noise levels under

            11   those varied conditions.  So if it blows from -- if the  

            12   wind blows from west to east, the people on the west side

            13   of the freeway get very little noise, and the people on

            14   the east side of the freeway, get a very high level of

            15   noise.

            16             In a Santa Ana or offshore condition, the

            17   people on the west side of the freeway get a very high

            18   level of noise, and the people to the east get a lower  

            19   level of noise.

            20 So I'd like, I think, I would like to know what

            21   Caltrans -- I guess I would like to know why Caltrans

            22   considers this measuring criteria to be adequate.    

          23             (Whereupon the I-5 North Corridor Hearing  

            24   concluded at 8:00 p.m.) 

            25   \\ 
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cont.

existing and future noise levels when conditions would approach 
a level of 67 dBA (or greater), and where abatement is “feasible,” 
“reasonable,” and approved by property owners per applicable 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans Guidelines.  
Accordingly, based on noise levels and the assessment of 
“reasonable and feasible” criteria for noise abatement measures 
as required by the Caltrans Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (and
described in Section 3.15.1 of the EIR/EIS), numerous soundwalls 
have been identified for the project in appropriate locations (refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, which 
have been updated from Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.14a through
2-2.14ao, now contained in Appendix K, and Section 3.15).  The 
use of such noise-abatement facilities has been demonstrated to 
be effective in the reduction of traffic-generated noise.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” for 
additional information on noise and soundwall analysis.

Because no specific soundwall is referenced in this comment, 
related information on the “feasible” and “reasonable” status cannot 
be provided.  Generally, however, the “reasonable” determination is 
basically a cost-benefit analysis, with associated factors including 
resident acceptance, absolute noise level, build versus existing 
noise levels, environmental impacts of abatement, public and local 
agency input, newly constructed development versus development 
pre-dating 1978, and the cost per benefited residence, which 
entails calculating an allowance considered to be a “reasonable” 
amount of money to spend on abatement per benefited residence.  
The “feasibility” of noise abatement is basically an engineering 
concern, with a minimum five decibel (dBA) reduction in the future 
noise level required for an abatement measure to be considered 
“feasible.”  Other considerations in the determination of “feasibility” 
include topography, access requirements, other noise sources, 
and safety considerations.  The determination of “feasibility” is 
made first, with soundwalls identified as “feasible,” then evaluated 
under the described “reasonable” criteria.  Generally speaking 
(and as described in Section 3.15), if a soundwall is identified as 
not “reasonable” it is typically not recommended for construction.  
There are circumstances, however, under which a soundwall 
determined not to be “reasonable” may be recommended for 

01
cont.
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construction.  If, for example, one or more noise receptors 
associated with an identified soundwall would be “severely 
impacted” by the project (e.g., exhibiting a project-related noise 
level of 75 dBA or greater), noise abatement is required to be 
considered per FHWA and Caltrans guidelines and the associated 
soundwall could be recommended if individual abatement at 
“severely impacted” noise receptors cannot be implemented.

With respect to noise level measurements, detailed information 
regarding short- and long-term noise measurements conducted 
for the proposed project is provided in the associated Noise 
Study Report ([NSR], with applicable elements of this information 
summarized in EIR/EIS Section 3.15).  Specifically, data collected 
during short- and long-term noise measurements conducted for the 
project (including wind direction and speed) are documented on 
the Noise Measurement Forms attached to the NSR.  As described 
in the NSR and EIR/EIS, short-term noise measurements are 
intentionally conducted during periods of low wind speed to avoid 
“unusual noise sources” such as high winds.  Long-term noise 
measurements, however, include all associated noise events 
recorded over a 24-hour (or longer) period, and may thus reflect 
variable wind conditions (including directions and speeds).  Data 
collected during long-term noise measurements conducted 
for the project may therefore include noise “spikes” that reflect 
“momentary” events such as wind gusts.  During the technical 
noise analysis, any such “spikes” in recorded noise levels are 
evaluated and (if deemed appropriate) removed from the baseline 
data to provide a more accurate depiction of local noise conditions.  
Accordingly, the project noise measurement methodology includes 
measures to avoid conditions, such as wind, that could potentially 
skew the results, and the measurement data used for the NSR and 
EIR/EIS noise evaluation are considered appropriate to accurately 
and adequately reflect the existing noise environment.  It should 
also be noted that determination of future noise levels and 
associated noise abatement (e.g., soundwall) decisions are based 
predominantly on noise modeling, which includes consideration of 
factors such as atmospheric conditions (e.g., wind). 

01
cont.
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             1   STATE OF CALIFORNIA  ) 

             2   COUNTY OF SAN DIEGO  ) 

             3

             4

             5

             6            I, Gloria D. Mazon, C.S.R. No. 9356, hereby

             7   certify, that the foregoing statements from this public  

             8   hearings were recorded true to the best of my ability by  

             9   electronic transcription, and supervised under my  

            10   supervision. 

            11

            12             Dated in San Diego, California, this______day,

            13   of_____________,2010. 

            14

            15

            16                     _______________________________________ 

            17                          Gloria D. Mazon CSR No. 9356 

                            18

                             19

                            20

                            21

                            22

                           23

                            24

                            25
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03

04

01

01

02

03

04

05

06

07

Your support for the potential design option of advancing the 
bridge replacement at Batiquitos and Buena Vista Lagoons to 
an earlier project phase in order to reduce associated impacts 
is noted.  Although funding to advance Buena Vista Lagoon is 
currently unavailable, Caltrans will continue to pursue this option.  
Construction of the Batiquitos Lagoon Bridge has been moved 
forward to the 2015 to 2020 time frame in this Final EIR/EIS. 

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table S.1, Design Refinements Since 
Circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, does not provide the current 
channel bottom width under the Buena Vista Lagoon bridge.  
Rather, column two of the table notes that, during the circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed design included a 50-foot-wide 
channel bottom for the Buena Vista Lagoon bridge; and column 
three identifies that, during the circulation of the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS, the design width was approximately 105 feet.  As 
noted, the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and Final EIR/EIS show the 
current channel bottom width of the Buena Vista Lagoon bridge at 
24 feet.

As noted in your comment and as discussed in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 2.3, Phased Construction, project impacts would 
not occur in advance of project mitigation for biological issues; 
mitigation would occur prior to or concurrently with impacts to 
biological resources.  This relates to the updated discussion in 
Section 2.4 of the Final EIR/EIS.  Consistent with your comment, 
clarification regarding implementation of mitigation prior to or 
concurrently with biological resources impact occurrence has been 
added to this section and Section 3.17, Natural Communities, on 
Table 3.17.4.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.2, City of San Diego 
Features 1 and 2a, included the following statement under the 
Avoidance/Minimization column:  “Fencing would be installed to 
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05

04
cont.

prevent trail users from accessing wetland or sensitive habitat, and 
to prevent potential conflicts with wildlife.”  Following circulation of 
the Draft EIR/EIS and the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, the Los 
Peñasquitos Creek trail connection has been eliminated from the 
list of proposed community enhancements and has been deleted 
from this table in the Final EIR/EIS.  The fencing statement for 
Feature 2a is now revised in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13 to read 
“Fencing would prevent trail users from accessing sensitive habitat.  
Fencing material and design would be chosen to accommodate 
nighttime wildlife movement and flood events.”  

Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13, City of San Diego Feature 2b, now 
states, “Only plant species native to the local area would be used 
to create a visual buffer between the trail and the parking area. 
Torrey pines would be salvaged and replanted as appropriate.” 

06

07

The Avoidance/Minimization column in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13,
City of San Diego Feature 2c, has been revised to require 
fencing and informational signs to restrict human incursions into 
native habitat.  Fencing material and design would be chosen to 
accommodate nighttime wildlife movement.  Unobtrusive night 
lighting would be provided for safety and to avoid potential impacts 
to wildlife.  Project planting during revegetation would consist of 
local native species.

The Avoidance/Minimization column in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13,
City of San Diego Feature 3; has been revised to match the 
prohibitions identified in the response to Comment 06 of this letter 
for Feature 2c, except for the required safety lighting, as noted in 
the response above.
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08

09

08

09

11

13

14

16

17

10

12

15

The Avoidance/Minimization column in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13,
Solana Beach Feature 2, has been revised to incorporate inclusion 
of only native plantings, and states:  “Only plant species native to 
the local area would be used for any project-related planting.” 

The Avoidance/Minimization column in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13,
Encinitas Feature 1, states:  “Trail lighting would be provided along 
Manchester Avenue and on the suspended bridge if compatible 
with sensitive resources.  Any lighting would have shielding and be 
directed away from sensitive habitat.”  Lighting may be necessary 
in some places for safety reasons and, in those cases, shielding 
would be required directing light away from sensitive habitat and 
focusing it directly on the pathway.

10 The Avoidance/Minimization column in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13,
Carlsbad Feature 1a, states:  “Any lighting would have shielding 
and be directed away from sensitive habitat.”  Low lighting may be 
necessary in some places for safety reasons and, in those cases, 
shielding would be required directing light away from sensitive 
habitat and focusing it directly on the pathway.  

The Avoidance/Minimization column in Final EIR/EIS Table S.13,
Oceanside Feature 8, has been revised to include information that 
fencing would prevent trail users from accessing sensitive habitat.  
Fencing material and design would be chosen to accommodate 
nighttime wildlife movement and flood events.  Also, signs would 
identify sensitive habitat and describe prohibitions regarding night 
use and pets on trails consistent with current lagoon practices.  
Only plant species native to the local area would be used for 
project-related plantings.

11

12

13

Gateway areas would contain enhanced native plantings. 

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.3 discusses the regional 
enhancements that the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail would 
provide.  Specific details regarding fencing, signage, and lighting 
are detailed in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.13 under each enhancement 
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14 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS stated on page 3-36 and 3-37 that 
“interchanges located in urban areas would be landscaped with 
native or ornamental non-invasive species, consistent with current 
landscaping.”  This statement has been revised in this Final 
EIR/EIS.  Text in the Final EIR/EIS is clear that (excluding existing 
median areas with oleanders) enhanced plantings of only local 
natives would be used during revegetation efforts associated with 
the project.

16

17

15 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4d is correctly labeled the 
“El Camino Regional Bicycle Corridor” along Manchester Avenue.  
Project graphics focus on the area in the vicinity of the project.  
Ultimate connections to more distant locations do not need to be 
shown.

As restoration planning efforts for San Elijo and Buena Vista 
Lagoons are ongoing, the cited information was obtained from 
consultants working on the restoration plans.

Ongoing communication with the resource agencies is occurring. 
Consensus on the proposed mitigation is reflected in the 
concurrence on the Resource Enhancement and Mitigation 
Program (REMP, Appendix P) for I-5 portions.  The San Elijo 
Lagoon uplands mitigation site has been dropped and has been 
replaced with the proposed Batiquitos Bluffs property.

17
cont.

13
cont.

related to the NC Bike Trail.  A summary of fencing, signage, and 
lighting restrictions has been provided at the beginning of Final 
EIR/EIS Table ES.12.
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01

01

Responses to Connell Dunning, Transportation Team 
Supervisor, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
We appreciate the USEPA’s participation and guidance in the 
working group sessions.  As noted in the comment, a Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS was prepared that addressed lagoon crossings 
in greater detail.  We greatly appreciate your participation in the 
process as well as that of Susan Sturgess and Elizabeth Goldman.

Please see the responses below to your concerns on indirect 
effects for waters of the U.S., impacts to waters of the U.S. beyond 
the lagoons, clarification to permitting and mitigation strategies, 
and assessment and mitigation of potential air quality related 
impacts of the project.

The Final EIR/EIS submittal to USEPA Headquarters will be made 
through e-NEPA to meet official filing requirements.  One CD copy 
and two hard copies will be submitted to the Region 9 office for 
review.
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01
cont.
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02

02

The Section 404(b)(1) analysis completed in June 2013, is included 
as Appendix M to the Final EIR/EIS.  Information on the 404(b)
(1) analysis also is summarized as appropriate in this Final EIR/
EIS in discussions of alternatives (identification of the Preferred 
Alternative was dependent on the 404[b][1] analysis), as well as 
under minimization of impacts to wetlands in Section 3.18.3.  In 
a letter dated July 15, 2013, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(USACE) concurred that the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative 
(identified as the locally preferred alternative in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS) is the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA).  The letter dated June 10, 2013 from USEPA 
providing concurrence with the LEDPA also has been received. 
Both letters are provided in Chapter 5 of the Final EIR/EIS.  All 
relevant wetlands impacts (permanent, temporary, direct, and 
indirect) are addressed as part of this required project permitting.  
Caltrans will continue to involve the USACE throughout the project 
design and construction to ensure impacts are avoided and/or 
minimized to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with the 
current Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

Section 3.18 was revised to include a discussion of indirect impacts 
to waters of the U.S. and proposed mitigation.

The completed REMP serves as an Advanced Permittee Mitigation 
Plan for the I-5 NCC Project.  For every phase of the project, 
impacts would be verified to make sure they are the same as those 
contained in the Plan, and a Letter of Permission would be granted.
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03

04

05

02
cont.

03

04

05

06

07

Acreages are provided for both temporary and permanent impacts 
in the EIR/EIS.  The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 3)
circulated in August 2012 and this Final EIR/EIS (Sections 3.17
and 3.18) clarify the types of indirect effects which can occur with 
project implementation.  This includes shading impacts for each 
lagoon in the bridge lagoon matrices in Final EIR/EIS Section 3.17, 
with additional discussion in Section 3.18 and on Table 3.18.3.
Measures to address indirect impacts during construction are also 
specifically called out in Final EIR/EIS Section 3.18, with additional 
information provided Section 3.10 of the EIR/EIS, regarding 
implementation of a SWPPP and use of best management 
practices (BMPs) during construction.

Impacts and proposed mitigation measures are clearly presented 
in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIR/EIS.  Impact totals have been 
confirmed for the Preferred Alternative, and the additional impact 
information regarding lagoons has been combined with the overall 
project impact information in Chapters 3 and 4.

Tabular presentation of permanent and temporary impacts to 
waters of the U.S. are provided in Tables 3.17.1 and 3.17.2 of the 
EIR/EIS.  These tables incorporate effects related to community 
enhancements (as presented in Tables 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 of the 
Supplemental EIR/EIS [currently Tables ES.12 and ES.13 of this 
Final EIR/EIS).  As noted in the response to your Comment 03,
indirect impacts, such as shading, are different from direct impacts, 
and measures have been specified to address them in the Final 
EIR/EIS.  The commenter also requests that impacts be further 
broken out to reflect impacts within each watershed that result 
from common features, enhancement projects, bridge design, 
etc.  The Supplemental Draft EIS provided the impacts by each 
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05
cont.

lagoon where applicable and compared the magnitude of impacts 
to the Waters of the U.S. for each alternative.  Please note that 
the impacts from the regional and community enhancements 
addressed within the EIR/EIS are primarily within the I-5 roadway 
improvements footprint; therefore the associated impacts 
substantially overlap.  The summary of impacts disclosed provides 
the necessary information for comparison of the alternatives.  
Additional permitting agency coordination regarding potential for 
minimization of impacts to aquatic resources has continued through 
preparation of the California Water Act (CWA) Section 404(b)(1) 
analysis prepared for the project.  No additional project-wide detail 
is necessary.

Your support for the potential design option of advancing the bridge 
replacement at Batiquitos and Buena Vista Lagoons to an earlier 
project phase in order to reduce associated impacts is noted.  
Work on the I-5 Bridge at Batiquitos Lagoon has been advanced 
to Phase 1, in the 2015 to 2020 time frame.  Caltrans is pursuing 
funding to move the Buena Vista Lagoon bridge construction up 
into an earlier phase and also is moving forward on the alternative 
designs for the I-5 / SR-78 Interchange, which will require a wider 
bridge over the Buena Vista Lagoon.  If funding is identified for 
Buena Vista Lagoon, construction would occur later in Phase 1.  
Caltrans will continue to work on minimizing impacts to the lagoon..

06

07 A discussion of compensatory mitigation and its time line are 
included in Section 3.17 of this Final EIR/EIS on Table 3.17.4,
and in the 404(b)(1) Analysis (Appendix M).  As stated in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.1.3.2, Compensatory 
Mitigation, as well as in this Final EIR/EIS, the compensatory 
mitigation addresses all indirect impacts.  This would occur through 
the ecological lift associated with endowments provided and 
subsequent implementation of the approved lagoon restoration 
programs.  EPA concurred with the REMP.

07
cont.

08

09
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Coordination is ongoing regarding the types and locations of 
best management practices (BMPs) to address potential project-
related water quality impacts.  Because project design refinement 
is ongoing, the ultimate nature and location of individual BMPs 
have also undergone change due to subsequent design 
modifications that affect, for example, associated flow rates and 
amounts.  “Treatment” BMPs currently identified for the I-5 NCC 
Project are derived from approved (Category III) Caltrans measures 
and include, but are not limited to, a series of biofiltration swales 
(bioswales) and detention basins. Preliminary locations of project 
‘treatment” BMPs were provided in applicable sections of both the 
Draft and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS documents, with existing 
“treatment” BMPs constructed within the I-5 corridor as part of the 
Caltrans BMP Retrofit Pilot Program also shown in the Draft EIR/
EIS (refer to Figures 2-2.14a through 2-2.14ao; in Final EIR/EIS 
Appendix K).  The Draft EIR/EIS analysis also noted that BMPs 
would be evaluated and implemented to address impacts during the 
planning and design, construction, and operational phases, and this 
description is still applicable.  Specifically, preliminary “treatment” 
BMP locations would be further assessed to determine their 
feasibility based on factors including environmental and right-of-way 
constraints, compliance with design factors set forth in the Project 
Planning and Design Guide dated July 2010 (or any re-issuance 
thereof), and cost considerations.  Approved “treatment” BMPs 
proposed as part of the I-5 NCC Project would provide “treatment” 
of runoff from both existing and proposed pavement areas within the 
project corridor to ensure that all applicable regulatory requirements 
are met. As applicable, these are now shown in Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67.

With regard to differences between numbers presented in the 
environmental documents, data presented in the Draft EIR/EIS 
were based on the I-5 Water Quality Report (WQR).  The WQR 
was finalized in 2009 and provided approximate acreages for 
impervious surfaces and disturbed soil areas (DSA) based on GIS 
data that did not reflect a number of smaller projects completed in 
recent years.

Corresponding figures in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were 
obtained from the proposed design and, therefore, were more 

08
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accurate than those obtained from the noted GIS shapefiles.  For 
example, preliminary review of current land use data by Caltrans 
identified at least 39 acres of pavement within the project corridor 
that are currently being “treated” by biofiltration swales, strips, and 
other “treatment” BMPs and that were not included in the WQR 
analysis.  Subsequent to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the 
Water Quality Technical Memorandum for I-5 North Coast Corridor 
Project (August 2013) was prepared to update and supplement 
the Water Quality Report (WQR) prepared in 2009 for the I-5 NCC 
Project.  The purpose of this technical report is to provide additional 
information related to the recently adopted Caltrans National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit and to 
describe Caltrans’ practices and policies that are implemented 
by the various divisions to ensure all NPDES Permit mandates 
are complied with and documented.  The limits and description 
of the project have not changed since the WQR was completed.  
Information presented in this technical report centers around 
the work being conducted in support of the LPA (now Preferred 
Alternative).  This technical memorandum discusses differences 
between existing and proposed impervious areas as well as existing 
“treatment” within the corridor.

As stated in Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff,
of this Final EIR/EIS, the Preferred Alternative would “treat” 112 
percent of the runoff associated with new pavement.  Currently 
seven percent of existing impervious areas is being treated.  The 
Preferred Alternative would result in a total of 27 percent of total 
impervious areas (existing and new) being treated.

08
cont.
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Construction emissions are addressed in Section 3.14 of this 
Final EIR/EIS.  As described in this section, I-5 construction would 
result in a temporary addition of pollutants to the local airshed 
caused by soil disturbance, dust emissions, and combustion 
pollutants from on-site construction equipment, as well as from 
off-site trucks hauling construction materials.  Bridge construction 
modeling assumed a project length of 0.036 miles and an area of 
4.3 acres, constructed during a 12-month period.  Daily maximum 
area disturbed was assumed to be 0.9 acres per day, and no 
soil import or export haul trucks trips would be made.  Roadway 
widening modeling assumed a project length of 1.3 miles and an 
area of 28 acres, also constructed within a 12-month period.  For 
this scenario, daily maximum area disturbed was assumed to be 
4.6 acres per day and 4,000 cubic yards of soil import was assumed 
per day, resulting in 200 round-trip haul truck trips per day.  For the 
purposes of estimating emissions, construction phasing for both the 
bridge construction and roadway widening assumed: grading/land 
clearing within 1.2 months;  grading/excavation within 5.4 months;
drainage/utilities/sub-grade within 3.6 months; and paving within 
1.8 months.

Air quality construction emissions are assessed against the 
federal general conformity de minimis thresholds, which are used 
to determine conformity of a federal action with existing air quality 
plans.  Based on appropriate maintenance plan standards, the 
applicable de minimis threshold is 100 tons per year for each 
criteria pollutant.  Based on the construction criteria for combined 
bridge and roadway implementation, the estimated tons per year 
of volatile organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOX),
carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate matter (PM10 and PM2.5)
would be 2.7, 20.7, 21.9, 7.1, and 2.7 tons, respectively.  Each of 
these is so substantially below the threshold of 100 tons that minor 
differences between the build alternatives would be negligible for 
purposes of distinguishing between build alternatives. 

0909
cont.
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The contractor must adhere to Caltrans Standard Specifications, 
including required conformance with San Diego County Air 
Pollution Control District (APCD) regulations. 

Mobile and stationary emission sources must meet California Air 
Resources Board (CARB) requirements enforced by the APCD 
Engineer.  

The CARB’s California Code of Regulations (Section 93114), 
requires that off-road diesel fuel meet all on-road diesel fuel 
standards, including those for sulfur content.  These regulations 
apply to diesel fuel used by Caltrans contractors in construction 
work based on Standard Specifications Section 7-1.01F.  

CARB regulations require that construction equipment be retrofitted 
or replaced on a phase-in basis.  The specific phase-in dates are 
dependent on equipment size and engine model year.  Contractors 
carrying out construction of this project are subject to the CARB 
off-road fleet regulations and must meet the requirements based 
on fleet size and year, based on Standard Specifications 7-1.01F 
as well as the regulation itself.

CARB regulations also prohibit idling of on-road diesel vehicles 
exceeding 10,000 pounds gross vehicle weight (GVW) for 
more than five minutes, with certain exceptions (CCR Title 13, 
Section 2485), and with additional restrictions within 100 feet of 
a residential property.  Additional idling restrictions for commercial 
motor vehicles within 100 feet of a school are identified at CCR 
Title 13, Section 2480.  These idling regulations are enforceable 
as part of the construction contract under Standard Specifications 
7-1.01F.

Caltrans cannot commit to measures that would affect or limit 
the types of equipment used by a contractor and the methods 
of construction that are not required by law or regulation.  Final 
EIR/EIS Section 3.14.4 addresses avoidance, minimization, 

10

09
cont.

10
cont.

11



FEDERAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.1-16

and/or mitigation measures related to air quality during construction, 
including requirements to apply water or dust palliative to the 
site to control fugitive dust emissions, to spread soil binder on 
any unpaved roads used for construction purposes, and to wash 
off trucks as they leave the right-of-way as necessary to control 
fugitive dust emissions.

Traffic generated by construction employees would not interfere 
with normal public traffic flow.  Construction employees would 
park at the construction field office or at other designated locations 
within the construction project footprint.  A Traffic Management 
Plan is required on all construction projects; please refer to 
Section 3.6.4.1 of the EIR/EIS and Topical Response “Construction 
Traffic.”

The Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) analysis, dated March 2007 
and updated in May 2013, shows substantial reductions from 
existing conditions in MSATs in future years in all scenarios, even 
with an increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT).  This information, 
shown graphically in Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-14.1 through 3-14.8 
in appropriate units (22 segments), shows a minor difference 
between the 2030 No Build and the 2030 8+4 alternative.  

Caltrans supports the use of the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) interim guidance for National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) evaluation of MSATs and, particularly, the use of MSAT 
analysis to compare project-wide emissions by alternative rather 
than to analyze localized impacts.  The discussion about unavailable 
or incomplete information in Section 3.14.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS 
clarified Caltrans’ position on the use of health risk assessments.  
Text has been updated and expanded in Section 3.14.3 of the Final 
EIR/EIS.  “Hot spot” analysis is relevant to CO and PM analyses, 
which are presented in Section 3.14 of this Final EIR/EIS.  The 
results of the quantitative CO hot spot analysis show that the 
proposed project would not adversely impact the local air quality.  
The screening analysis for PM10 or PM2.5 presented in this Final 

10
cont.
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11
cont.

EIR/EIS to assess whether the I-5 NCC Project is a project of air 
quality concern (POAQC) documents that the proposed project is 
not located in a federally designated PM2.5 or PM10 nonattainment or 
maintenance area, would not have a significant increase in diesel 
truck traffic (only six percent diesel trucks), and would essentially 
have the same build and no build truck volume.  Based on this 
more detailed analysis presented in the Final EIR/EIS, and the 
traffic analysis conclusions that the proposed project would relieve 
congestion, improve operations, and provide better circulation, 
the project does not require quantitative PM10 or PM2.5 hot spot 
analyses.

Regarding MSAT analyses, prior to preparation of this Final EIR/
EIS, Caltrans recalculated MSAT analyses for the refined 8+4 
Buffer (Preferred Alternative).  The analysis determined MSAT 
emission rates by 22 segments of the I-5 corridor, extending from 
La Jolla Village Drive to north of SR-76.  Table 3.14.13 in the Final 
EIR/EIS shows the approximate segments for the northbound and 
southbound sides of the freeway.  The table also lists the segment 
extents and principal land uses near the freeway along each 
segment.  This quantitative analysis indicates that a substantial 
decrease in most of the MSAT emissions can be expected for the 
Preferred Alternative from the base year through future year levels.  
Total MSAT priority pollutant levels for the Preferred Alternative 
would decrease by an average of three percent (2015) and increase 
by an average of four percent (2030) compared with the No Build 
alternative, with the 2030 increase due to the higher projected traffic 
volumes for build conditions.  Results are appropriately presented 
in grams/day but also summarized graphically and as percentage 
increases and decreases for the public.

The Final EIR/EIS concludes that Caltrans has provided a 
quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions relative to the various 
alternatives and has acknowledged that some alternatives may 
result in increased MSAT emissions in certain locations.  However, 
no meaningful differences in MSAT emissions were observed 
among alternatives and, thus, no mitigation measures are 
required.  In addition, due to the described uncertainties regarding 
concentrations and the duration of exposures, the health effects 
from these emissions have not been estimated.
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13

12
cont.
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12 Ozone monitoring data for eight-hour ozone exceedances have 
been updated in this Final EIR/EIS (Table 3.14.3) to show the last 
three available years (2010, 2011, and 2012). 

FHWA has not yet released NEPA guidance on greenhouse gases 
(GHG), and so this analysis has been retained in the CEQA chapter 
of the EIR/EIS.  Text has been amended to state that the analysis is 
also relevant to efforts to reduce GHG emissions and inform federal 
decisions. The model shows CO2 emissions would be reduced 
with the proposed project. 

Over time, the reduction in air quality impacts through reduction 
in traffic congestion would be partially offset by the increase in the 
number of vehicles using the roadway.  Given forecasted population 
growth (an additional one million people by 2040) in the region, traffic 
projections indicate that VMT on I-5 will increase approximately 
31 percent over the next 30 years, even if capacity is not increased 
on I-5.  With the proposed project, VMT is expected to increase 
an additional four percent above “no-build” projections, due to the 
potential for the project improvements to induce people to travel 
I-5 who would not otherwise (latent demand).  This increase would 
be more than balanced by the reduced congestion resulting from 
increased vehicle speeds and decreases in VMT on local arterials.

Adaptation measures were addressed in Section 3.2, Project 
Design Measures/Adaptation Management Strategies for Sea 
Level Rise, of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and have been 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS in Chapter 4, in Section 4.6.6, 
Adaptation Strategies.
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01

02

01

02

03

Responses to Gregor Blackburn, CFM, Branch Chief, 
Floodplain Management and Insurance Branch, Federal 
Emergency Management Agency

Thank you for your comments regarding project-related concerns 
on floodplain management and associated requirements under 
the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP).  The analysis of 
floodplain-related issues in the project’s Draft and Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS documents included review and assessment 
of Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for applicable areas.  
Associated data have been incorporated into the proposed design 
and location of project features and related activities, including 
freeway bridges, channel modifications, other crossing structures 
(e.g., culverts), related facilities such as trails, and construction 
operations.  Continuation of the project design process will include 
coordination with FEMA and appropriate local agencies on issues 
including floodplain management to ensure compliance with 
applicable regulatory requirements, as described in the responses 
to your more detailed comments, below.

Regarding NFIP requirements related to the placement of 
buildings within designated floodplain zones, please note that the 
project design does not include buildings or structures, as defined 
in 44 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) §59.1; therefore, the 
associated NFIP regulations are not applicable.  
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03 With respect to the location of project-related grading, development, 
and/or related activities within regulatory floodways and associated 
potential modifications of base flood levels, please note that project 
design and implementation would comply with all applicable 
requirements regarding floodway effects.  Specifically, pursuant to 
associated requirements identified in Executive Order (EO) 11988, 
Floodplain Management, and Section 804 of the Caltrans Highway 
Design Manual (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/oppd/hdm/hdmtoc.htm),
Location Hydraulic Studies (LHSs) were prepared for the project 
and the results of these analyses were included in both the Draft 
and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS documents as well as this Final 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.9.3.  The LHSs were intended to provide a 
preliminary assessment of project-related encroachments into 
base floodplains (including regulatory floodways), as well as 
to identify and evaluate associated potential risks and impacts.  
In the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, additional information was 
provided to update the LHS data.  Specifically, this included Bridge 
Optimization Studies, which involved the modeling of tidal and 
flood hydraulics to assess bridge and channel design alternatives, 
along with the modeling of a conservative 55-inch sea level rise 
for horizon year 2100.  Based on the results in these analyses, 
as well as requirements in the referenced Highway Design 
Manual, applicable project-related encroachments into floodplains 
and floodways (and related risks and impacts) would be further 
evaluated as part of the ongoing design process (i.e., prior to 
development) through detailed Floodplain Evaluations, as well 
as coordination with both FEMA and local communities that are 
NFIP participants.  From these efforts, the proposed project 
would be designed and implemented to ensure compliance with 
all applicable regulatory requirements related to floodplain and/or 
floodway encroachment and base flood levels.
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04

05

06

04

05

06

Regarding NFIP requirements related to the construction of 
buildings in a coastal high hazard area, please refer to the response 
to your Comment 02.

With respect to potential project-related FIRM revision 
requirements, please refer to the response to your Comment 03.  
As noted, project design and implementation would be conducted 
in conformance with all applicable regulatory requirements related 
to floodplain and/or floodway encroachment and base flood levels, 
including coordination with FEMA and local NFIP participants 
and submittal of all appropriate data related to proposed FIRM 
revisions.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 03 and 05.  As 
noted in those responses, Caltrans would conduct appropriate 
coordination with local NFIP participants as part of the proposed 
project design and implementation process.
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01

Responses to Gabriel Buhr, Coastal Program Analyst III, 
San Diego District, California Coastal Commission

Thank you.  Responses to the Commission’s comments on the 
Draft EIR/EIS may be found in Section 4.2 of this appendix.  Further 
details are included in the Public Works Plan/Transportation and 
Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP).  As noted in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, that document was primarily 
focused on lagoon issues associated with bridge design review.  
Additional information regarding potential project effects to 
coastal agriculture, scenic resources (including additional photo 
simulations), and landscaping (including Design Guidelines: I-5 

01



STATE AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.2-2

02

03

04

05

06

02

03

04

NCC Project) are included within this Final EIR/EIS.  Additional 
water quality specifics will be provided as part of the permitting 
efforts with all the resource agencies if the project is approved.

The connections that would link project improvements to existing 
bike lanes (or the project-provided improvements that would allow 
future bike lanes provided by local jurisdictions to connect to facilities 
within I-5 right-of-way) were described in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and are incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  The project 
does not propose support facilities such as bike racks, nor does it 
propose bus stops or parking areas beyond those park and ride and 
trail access improvements described in the Supplemental Draft EIR/
EIS and this Final EIR/EIS.  All trails crossed by non-project paths 
implemented within the I-5 right-of-way, however, would be linked 
to those existing facilities.  Pedestrians would have ready access 
to them.  Bikes would be blocked (through use of bollards or similar 
design elements) from accessing trails at lagoons that are identified 
for pedestrian-use only.

Upon project approval, fencing details would be developed during 
final design and are included in the PWP/TREP as currently known.  
Caltrans agrees fencing must not only meet the functional need of 
protecting wildlife and habitat, but also be visually unobtrusive to 
the greatest extent practicable.  Split rail fencing is an option. 

01
cont.

Trails generally would not be lighted for nighttime use.  Due to its 
low clearance, lighting will be required for daytime trail users at 
the structure over Carmel Valley Creek.  Hours for use of lagoon 
trails are posted by the managing agency and are beyond the 
purview of Caltrans.  Because they would ultimately provide an 
alternative through connections to I-5 use, the I-5 North Coast 
(NC) Bike Trail segments located within Caltrans’ right-of-way 
would be open 24 hours a day.  Consistent with this comment, 
where night lighting is required for safety purposes, downward 
and directional lighting would be installed at low levels and would 
light the pathway rather than adjacent water or open space.
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Details on the release of mitigation credits, credit amounts, 
timing, and the prioritization of mitigation sites are included in the 
REMP and PWP/TREP.  Additional information regarding mitigation 
sites and timing of mitigation implementation is also detailed in 
Section 3.17 of this Final EIR/EIS.  The resource agencies have 
concurred with the REMP, and coastal staff have concurred with 
the majority of the REMP.  Credit release is one of the items that 
might change.

05

06 Your support for the potential design option of advancing the bridge 
replacement at Batiquitos and Buena Vista Lagoons to an earlier 
project phase to reduce associated impacts is noted.  Although 
funding to advance Buena Vista Lagoon is currently unavailable, 
Caltrans will continue to pursue this option.  The proposed I-5 / 
SR-78 Interchange improvements may require a wider bridge over 
Buena Vista Lagoon.  Construction of the Batiquitos Lagoon Bridge 
has been moved forward to the 2015 to 2020 time frame in this 
Final EIR/EIS (refer to Figure 2-4.1a and Table 3.17.4).  Caltrans 
staff agree that additional coordination would be necessary to 
refine mitigation element timing; if the impacts are brought forward 
in time, so, too, must the mitigation be brought forward.
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07

08

09

10

07 Drought-tolerant native species would be required by the 
landscape palette, and use of natives would be expanded over 
current conditions.  General concurrence on the REMP has been 
given by the resource agencies.

The Water Quality Report (WQR) referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS 
was finalized in 2009 and provided information known at that time.  
A Water Quality Technical Memorandum was prepared in August 
2013 to reflect comments received from the Commission and other 
interested parties, as well as to update regulatory permits and 
provide more information that has been developed.  The Technical 
Memorandum includes an analysis of the existing water quality and 
the project impacts.  Final EIR/EIS Section 3.10 contains updated 
regulatory permit and storm water information.  Caltrans’ policies 
for storm water include:  minimizing impervious surfaces to reduce 
the volume of runoff; preventing downstream erosion; stabilizing 
Disturbed Soil Areas (DSAs); and maximizing vegetated surfaces, 
thereby preventing erosion, promoting infiltration, and removing 
pollutants from storm water.  The proposed project would either 
maintain or fractionally improve, where practicable, water quality 
by the combination of best management practices (BMPs), design 
decisions that are incorporated into the project footprint, and 
through projects completed by the REMP. 

The Caltrans permit, Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP), 
and storm water manuals are intended to prevent water quality 
degradation while meeting Caltrans’ mission of providing 
mobility.  Moreover, Caltrans is working with other stakeholders 
to implement the total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and related 
control measures.  Caltrans has procedures established for 
all phases of a project.  These procedures are consistent with 
Nonpoint Source (NPS) Program urban management measures, 
particularly urban transportation development under Urban Areas, 
channelization and channel modification under Hydromodification, 
and vegetated systems under Wetlands, Riparian Areas and 
Vegetated Treatment Systems.  Final EIR/EIS Section 3.10.4 
contains an enhanced discussion of hydromodification.

08

09
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10
cont.

11

12

13

10 With regard to differences between numbers presented in the 
environmental documents, data presented in the Draft EIR/EIS 
were based on the I-5 WQR.  The WQR was finalized in 2009 
and provided approximate acreages for impervious surfaces and 
DSAs based on GIS data that do not reflect a number of smaller 
projects completed in recent years.  Corresponding figures in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were obtained from the proposed 
design, and, therefore, were more accurate than those obtained 
from the noted GIS shapefiles.  For example, a preliminary review 
of current land use data by Caltrans identified at least 39 acres 
of pavement within the project corridor that are currently being 
“treated” by biofiltration swales, strips, and other “treatment” BMPs 
and that were not included in the WQR analysis.  As stated in 
Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, of this Final 
EIR/EIS, the Preferred Alternative would “treat” 112 percent of the 
runoff associated with new pavement.  Currently seven percent 
of existing impervious areas is being treated.  The Preferred 
Alternative would result in a total of 27 percent of total impervious 
areas (existing and new) being treated, which is an improvement 
over existing and No Build conditions.

The August 2013 Water Quality Technical Memorandum, prepared 
to supplement the 2009 WQR, provides additional information 
related to the recently adopted Caltrans NPDES permit and 
describes Caltrans’ practices and policies to ensure all NPDES 
permit requirements are complied with and documented for the 
proposed project.  The Technical Memorandum also reflects the 
selection of the locally preferred alternative (LPA), which occurred 
subsequent to completion of the 2009 WQR.  Additionally, more 
information has been provided in this Final EIR/EIS to show how 
Caltrans design guidelines are equivalent to standard urban 
storm water mitigation plan (SUSMP) criteria (85th percentile).  
The August 2013 Technical Memorandum provides updated 
“treatment” methods for the proposed project and area to be 
treated by each “treatment” BMP, which have been incorporated 
into this Final EIR/EIS.

11
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14

15

16

17

18

19

The Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide outlines the 
procedures to be followed in incorporating pollution prevention, 
low impact development (LID), temporary construction, and 
“treatment” BMPs.  These criteria are to be followed for all areas 
within a project.  Caltrans prioritization of “treatment” areas is 
directly related to Caltrans typical highway runoff constituents and 
maximizing “treatment” options prior to discharge.

As described in the responses to your Comments 08 through 12, 
the WQR and 2013 Technical Memorandum have been prepared 
to describe procedures and present design decisions pertaining 
to storm water.  A summary of this information also has been 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.

This Final EIR/EIS is clear that the TREP is not a requirement of 
California Senate Bill (CA SB) 468.

14

15

16

13

12

Each of these components would be located within the permanent 
project footprint and, therefore, are addressed in biological impact 
analyses.  Caltrans would work with the resource agencies during 
final design regarding the location of signage and Integrated 
Transportation System (ITS) components adjacent to lagoons.  
Ramp meters, noise barriers, retaining walls, signage, and ITS 
components are addressed with regard to refined visual effects 
in this project’s Final EIR/EIS and the Visual Impact Assessment.

Even if project improvements occur within the existing Caltrans 
right-of-way, some impacts could occur as the right-of-way is not 
devoid of resources.  As noted, the improvements from Lomas 
Santa Fe to Union Street would occur as part of the first phase of the 
proposed project with mitigation for those impacts also occurring 
during the first phase of project actions, including replacing San 
Elijo Bridge.  Ultimate width improvements from Lomas Santa Fe 
to Union Street would occur in Phase 1; however, only one HOV 
lane in each direction would open until connecting HOV lanes are 
available at either end. 

Section 2.2, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR/EIS described the 
advantages of the proposed Direct Access Ramp (DAR) near 
Manchester Avenue.  One of those advantages has been revised 

17
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in the Final EIR/EIS.  The original plan was to accommodate a 
bus rapid transit (BRT) line along El Camino Real to Oceanside.  
Peak Period BRT is still planned along I-5 between La Jolla and 
Carlsbad; however the San Diego Association of Governments 
(SANDAG) is no longer considering a BRT line along El Camino 
Real in the Manchester Avenue area as an option (as evidenced 
on Figure 1.1, 2050 Revenue Constrained Transit Network, from 
the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan [RTP] adopted by the 
SANDAG Board of Directors in October 2011).  Although specific 
BRT facilities would not be constructed as part of this project, 
future use of the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes 
by BRT would not be precluded.  Potential advantages of this DAR 
include access to Mira Costa College (San Elijo Campus), Cardiff 
by the Sea and Solana Beach town centers, and El Camino Real 
as mentioned above.

In addition to providing a parking location for commuters, it would 
provide a staging area for recreational users.  Combined with 
planned improvements to the Manchester Avenue undercrossing, 
the San Elijo Multi-use Facility would connect directly to Class II 
bike lanes extending in both directions along Manchester Avenue; 
this would provide access to the Coastal Rail Trail, the NC Bike 
Trail (see Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects), the California Coastal Trail, and Cardiff 
State Beach.  The trails in and around San Elijo Lagoon, slated for 
expansion and enhancement as part of regional planning efforts, 
also would benefit from the additional parking and increased 
access provided by the DAR and Multi-use Facility.  New trails 
extending along the lagoon and under the highway bridges would 
be easily accessible from this location.

Provision of multimodal transportation corridor needs (such as 
park and ride facilities) is the purpose for this proposed facility (see 
Table 3.1.1, Project Consistency with Local Plans and Policies, of 
the Draft EIR/EIS).  As noted in the EIR/EIS, the proposed San 
Elijo Multi-use Facility would provide individuals with a place to 
park to transfer to their carpool, vanpool, or bus pool partners, as 
well as accessing regional and community trails in the vicinity (see 
Table ES.2).  This Multi-use Facility would also contain lockers for 
storage and a solar-powered electrical vehicle recharge station. 

17
cont.
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The most important of the above criteria as they pertain to the 
DAR and Multi-use Facility at Manchester Avenue are the very 
high Average Daily Trips ([ADT] approximately 6,400 ADT by 
2030) at El Camino Real, the expected demand for park and ride 
lot usage, and the connectivity to the local and regional transit 
services, and trails.

Visual effects of the undercrossing would be less than those 
identified for the overcrossing, and, therefore, less impactful.  The 
reduced impacts are addressed in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.7,
Visual/Aesthetics.

The reduction in parking spaces also reduces the area of impact, 
but not by an equal amount.  Where the DAR ties into Manchester 
Avenue, the distance between the on-ramp and the new location 
of the DAR is spacing set by a design standard.  Impacts north of 
the DAR would not be reduced.

17
cont.

18 The specific improvements noted in this comment as being 
associated with the Double Length Bridge Span design scenario 
were shown on Table 3.1.3, Agua Hedionda Lagoon Bridge Options 
Summary Analysis, in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and have 
been carried over into the Final EIR/EIS on the same matrix in 
Table 3.17.9.

In general, retaining walls over six feet in height are not practical 
due to liquefiable soils in lagoons.  The large existing fill slopes 
at San Dieguito Lagoon allow for a small wall to be constructed, 
which would enable the project to avoid wetlands in this area. 
Design would continue to be refined to minimize impacts to the 
maximum extent practicable during final design efforts if the 
project is approved. 

19
cont.

20

21
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The San Elijo Uplands mitigation site has been deleted as 
a possible mitigation site.  A number of parcels have been 
identified and approved for acquisition as potentially appropriate 
upland mitigation areas.  Specifically, the following sites have 
been acquired for mitigation:  all or part of the 23.1-acre Dean 
Mitigation Site adjacent to the San Dieguito Lagoon; the 19.3-acre 
Hallmark Mitigation Sites adjacent to the Agua Hedionda Lagoon; 
the 22.2-acre Deer Canyon II Mitigation Site located in the Los 
Peñasquitos Lagoon watershed east of the I-5 / State Route 
(SR-) 56 Interchange; the 5.0-acre Laser Mitigation Site located 
immediately west of southbound I-5 and north of Manchester 
Avenue; and the 19.8-acre La Costa (Ayub) Mitigation Site located 
near the Batiquitos Lagoon.  The 47.8-acre Batiquitos Bluffs site 
also has been proposed as potential upland mitigation. 

21

20 The Final EIR/EIS clarifies in Section 3.17 that 2.74 acres of 
the potential 50 acres of wetland mitigation available within San 
Dieguito Lagoon have been set aside as part of Joint Powers 
Authority prior mitigation requirements.
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Responses to Stephen M. Juarez, Environmental Program 
Manager, South Coast Region, California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (previously California Department of Fish and 
Game)



STATE AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.2-11

02

03

04

01
01

02

03

04

05

06

07

Thank you for your comments expressing support for the 8+4 Buffer 
alternative.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was determined 
to be the locally preferred alternative as noted in this comment 
and has been identified in the Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative.  Your interest in being involved with the Public Works 
Plan, lagoon restoration planning, and project design process is 
noted and appreciated.

Consistent with your comment, the optimized bridge designs 
identified in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are being carried 
forward as part of the ongoing project design process.  As stated 
in this comment, the identified optimized bridge designs would 
result in a number of associated resource benefits, including 
improvements to the health and function of coastal lagoons and 
related waterways, as well as opportunities for enhanced wildlife 
movement and habitat restoration.

Your support for the potential design option of advancing the bridge 
replacement at Batiquitos Lagoon to an earlier project phase in 
order to reduce associated impacts is noted and is consistent 
with timing proposed in this Final EIR/EIS (see Figure 2-4.1a and 
Table 3.17.4).

Maintaining adequate access for dredging activities is being 
considered as part of the ongoing design process.  Specifically, 
while a number of proposed pedestrian and/or bicycle paths at 
coastal lagoons are located along bridge embankments—and thus 
would not affect access for dredging vessels—maintaining such 
access is being considered at sites where suspended pedestrian 
and/or bicycle paths are proposed.
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05

06

07

Your collaboration on the design of the proposed La Costa park 
and ride facility is welcome and important to the completion of a 
successful design. 

Bats routinely use joint seals and drain holes to access bridge 
interiors.  It is anticipated that the same will be true with replacement 
bridges.  Your recommendations to improve habitat for bats and 
cliff or cavity nesting bird species on project bridges and culverts 
are appreciated and will be considered as part of the ongoing 
project design process if the project is approved.

Caltrans has coordinated in 2011 through 2013 with California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (previously, California 
Department of Fish and Game) staff for lagoons under their 
preserve management regarding bench locations and the types 
of wildlife anticipated to use them.  In each instance, the wildlife 
crossing would be equal to, or improved by, the project compared 
with no build conditions.  Your input on facilities for small animal 
crossings at project bridges and culverts is appreciated and will 
be considered as part of the ongoing project design process if the 
project is approved.
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08

08

Consistent with your recommended use of “appropriate native 
plant species” in project landscaping, this issue was addressed 
in both the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and the Draft EIR/EIS.  
Specifically, the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS recognizes potential 
adverse effects related to the occurrence of invasive plant species 
within the project corridor (refer to Chapter 3) and includes a number 
of avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation measures related to 
the preclusion, control, and/or removal of invasive plant species.  
These include design restrictions on the use of invasive species 
and requirements to use native species in project landscaping 
palettes (e.g., refer to Table ES.13), efforts to remove existing 
invasive species in areas proposed for landscaping and native 
habitat restoration (e.g., refer to Table ES.13 and Conservation 
Measures provided in Section 3.17 of this Final EIR/EIS).

Excluding some very focused potential replacement of median 
planting with oleanders, only native species would be planted 
as part of project revegetation.    Caltrans will consider providing 
training for applicable staff on current invasive species issues and 
control techniques.
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01
01

Response to J.B. Rodriguez, Chief, Enforcement and Planning 
Division, Department of California Highway Patrol

Thank you for your comments regarding the design and operation 
of the proposed project as a “safe and enforceable facility,” and 
related information on California Highway Patrol (CHP) staffing 
and service capabilities.  We consider this letter an important part 
of the open discussion requested in the comments.  During the 
preliminary design of the I-5 facility, Caltrans has used the Highway 
Design Manual to accommodate the needs of the CHP.  Caltrans 
is committed to working with the CHP regarding enforcement 
implications of design.  At the appropriate time during final design, 
Caltrans will contact you to discuss specifics regarding all of the 
issues raised in your letter, including providing adequate safe 
enforcement areas with appropriate lighting for officers to observe 
violations and sufficient room for full-size enforcement vehicle 
acceleration. During final design Caltrans will also coordinate with 
you to ensure any design compromises where lanes or shoulders 
may be narrower than standard widths would not exceed existing 
conditions, and to address vehicle queuing at off ramps.   Relative 



STATE AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.2-15

to buffer-versus-barrier designs, please note that I-15 has barriers 
because it is a grade-separated facility.  Studies completed 
nationwide do not show a difference in safety for barrier-versus-
buffer separation, and the Preferred Alternative for the I-5 NCC 
Project is not proposed to be a barrier-separated facility.

01
cont.

01
cont.
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01
cont.
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01
cont.
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01
cont.
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01

02

01

02

Responses to Clay Phillips, San Diego Coast Supervisor, 
California Department of Parks and Recreation

Thank you for your comments on the proposed project, which are 
part of the public record.  Your comment regarding recognition 
that the impermeable landscapes, stream channelization, and 
floodplain development related to the transportation facilities 
have been potential contributors to the restricted tidal influence, 
increased volume of freshwater, and related erosion and 
sedimentation problems, is noted.

Your support for improved access for wildlife and the public, as 
well as removal of sediment, is noted and appreciated.  Caltrans 
will coordinate with the California Department of Parks and 
Recreation during future design efforts and the review of final 
plans regarding the Carmel Creek Corridor.  Potential effects to 
freshwater runoff were considered during the design of proposed 
bridge improvements.  The bridge improvements are not expected 
to exacerbate freshwater incursion problems.  While it is true that 
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02
cont.

additional freshwater input can affect salt water habitats (e.g., by 
converting salt marsh to freshwater marsh), only a relatively small 
portion of the project-related increase in impermeable surface 
area would be within the Los Peñasquitos watershed.  Most of 
the freeway widening in that area already has been completed; 
therefore, proposed activities would be limited mainly to restriping.  
Accordingly, the project-related increase in runoff in this area 
would be relatively minor.  Best management practices (BMPs) 
including bioswales and detention basins have been proposed 
throughout the corridor to provide “treatment” by filter watering 
and reducing sediment loads, with such “treatment” proposed 
for about 112 percent of the equivalent new impervious area for 
the Preferred Alternative.  Currently seven percent of existing 
impervious areas is being treated.  The Preferred Alternative would 
result in a total of 27 percent of total impervious areas (existing and 
new) being treated.  In addition, bioswales would be added along 
Old Sorrento Valley Road as part of the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail, 
and design pollution prevention BMPs, such as the preservation of 
existing vegetation, would be implemented wherever practicable.  
All of these BMPs would help to reduce the rate and amount 
of storm runoff within and from the project corridor, as well as 
related effects such as erosion and sedimentation, by slowing or 
regulating flows and providing infiltration capacity.  Caltrans has 
been working in concert with the resource agencies to identify 
opportunities for habitat or tidal action enhancement along I-5 as 
well as identifying appropriate mitigation locations. 
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03

04

03

04

Surveys for the referenced species will be completed prior to, 
during, and after I-5 construction as stated in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Given the phasing of project construction over a 
number of years, conducting surveys prior to construction would 
provide more applicable information in identifying appropriate 
avoidance and minimization measures to be implemented during 
construction in specific areas than would surveys conducted 
during the design phase.

Your comment supporting the proposal to develop an endowment 
to ensure inlet maintenance for estuaries is noted.  The 
completed Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program 
(REMP, Appendix P) includes inlet maintenance.  Please refer to 
discussion: f. Lagoon Management/Endowments - Contingency 
Mitigation Credit.



STATE AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.2-22

01

02

01

02

Responses to Bimla Rhinehart, Executive Director, California 
Transportation Commission

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The absence of comments from the California Transportation 
Commission pertaining to the environmental impacts or alternatives 
considered in the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
is acknowledged.  The recommendation for securing necessary 
funding to complete the project is noted. 

The Commission will receive appropriate notification when the 
environmental process for the project is complete. 
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03

03 The I-5 NCC Project is included in and consistent with the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP).  As discussed in Section 3.14, Air 
Quality, of this Final EIR/EIS, the proposed project is fully funded in 
the 2030 RTP and is also listed in the 2050 financially constrained 
RTP, which was found to conform by the San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) on October 28, 2011.  The Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) and Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA) made a regional conformity determination on December 2, 
2011.  The design concept and scope of the proposed project is 
consistent with the project descriptions in the 2030 and 2050 RTPs.
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01

01

Response to Dave Singleton, Program Analyst, Native 
American Heritage Commission 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record, regarding cultural resources and associated protocol and 
procedural practices.  Please note that potential impacts to cultural 
resources were discussed in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, which was released for public review on July 9,
2010. The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS did not further address 
this issue.  Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS.

Per your current comments, as well as those on the Draft 
EIR/EIS dated October 18, 2010, Native American consultation 
conducted for the proposed project has included a Sacred Lands 
File request submitted to your office; communication via letters, 
phone calls, and notices of document availability during Draft 
and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS public review with the identified 
Native American bands and organizations; and a record search 
through the South Coastal Information Center.  Native American 
consultation will continue throughout the proposed project design 
and implementation process as appropriate.  Please refer to the 
responses to your comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, which can be 
found in Section 4.2 of this appendix, for additional details. 
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01
cont.

01
cont.

Four additional letters related to cultural resources concerns for the 
proposed project have been received, including two in response 
to the Draft EIR/EIS and two in response to the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Specifically, comments on the Draft EIR/EIS were 
received from the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer of the Pala 
Band of Mission Indians and the Tribal Legal Counsel for the 
San Luis Rey Band of Mission Indians.  Comment letters on the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS regarding cultural resources were 
received from the Culture Committee Chair of the Rincon Band 
of Luiseño Indians and the Cultural Resources Department of 
Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians.  Individual responses to these 
comments are provided in this Final EIR/EIS.

Project implementation would comply with all applicable 
requirements related to the discovery of previously unknown 
cultural resources, including human remains in a location other 
than a “dedicated cemetery.”  Please also note that following the 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 
8+4 Buffer alternative was refined.  That alternative has been 
addressed in this Final EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build 
alternatives presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative was determined to be the locally preferred alternative 
prior to the circulation of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is 
identified in this Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  The 
Preferred Alternative would result in the avoidance of impacts to 
known historic properties within the area of potential effect.
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cont.
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01

Responses to Kelly Dorsey, Senior Engineering Geologist, 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego 
Region

Thank you for your comments.  They are part of the public 
record.  Please refer to Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff, of the EIR/EIS; Section 6, Avoidance/Minimization 
Measures, of the Water Quality Report (WQR); and Section III 
of the August 2013 Water Quality Technical Memorandum.  The 
I-5 NCC Project utilizes Low Impact Development (LID) efforts 

01
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to maintain or restore pre-project hydrology to the maximum 
extent practicable (MEP), as well as provide overall water quality 
improvement of discharges.  These LID efforts are incorporated in 
the development and placement of permanent best management 
practices (BMPs) to the MEP.  LID measures incorporated into this 
project that improve water quality include:

• Vegetated drainage ditches to decrease the velocity of 
discharge plus decrease the volume of discharge by 
promoting infiltration and allowing for pollutant removal.

• Check dams within drainage ditches and swales to 
increase time of concentrations.

• Maintaining existing vegetated areas with Environmentally
Sensitive Area (ESA) fencing.

• Use of appropriately sized energy dissipation structures at all 
drainage outlets to reduce flow velocities prior to discharge.

The use of such measures would avoid or minimize drainage 
impacts.  The proposed LID measures increase the roughness 
coefficient.  Thus, the time of concentration increases, and the 
rainfall intensity decreases. 

Although the post-construction flows may be slightly higher than 
the pre-construction flows, the post-construction impacts have 
been decreased to the MEP.  The project does not encroach, cross, 
realign or cause other hydraulic changes to the receiving water 
body or any other streams or water bodies that affect downstream 
channel stability.

Final EIR/EIS Section 3.10.4 contains an enhanced discussion 
of hydromodification and explains that the hydromodification 
requirements specified in the Caltrans Permit were subject to 
extensive discussion with State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) staff as a part of the development of the Statewide 
Caltrans NPDES Permit.  Caltrans has unique right-of-way and 
safety constraints that differentiate their infrastructure from that of 
a traditional MS4.  The Caltrans HMP was developed specifically 

01
cont.
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01
cont.

02

to accommodate the unique aspects of highway infrastructure 
without compromising environmental protection.  The mitigation 
measures are also those that Caltrans maintenance forces are 
able to maintain, and are consistent with the design guidance, 
federal design requirements, and Caltrans Maintenance Staff 
Guide.

The SWRCB adopted hydromodification control standards in the 
Caltrans Permit based on the best available technical information 
and FHWA guidance specifically tailored to control runoff with 
highway facility projects.  Although the SWRCB was aware of other 
hydromodification standards, including the standards set forth in 
the San Diego Hydromodification Management Plan (HMP), it did 
not adopt those identical standards in the Caltrans Permit because 
the San Diego HMP standards are tailored to control runoff from 
traditional development projects, rather than highway facilities.

Broadly, the objectives of the San Diego HMP and the objectives 
of the adopted Caltrans Permit are consistent: to ensure that post-
project receiving water stream stability is not adversely impacted 
by impervious surface developed as a result of new projects.  The 
technical approach taken to meet this objective differs because 
anticipated project characteristics differ, but overall each of the 
two hydromodification control standards represent a state-of-the-
art analysis and program for stream stability for the targeted type 
of development. 

The requirements in the new Caltrans Order are based on 
assessment methods developed by the FHWA.  The analysis 
method and mitigation requirements specified in the Order for 
hydromodification were developed specifically considering the 
unique impacts and design requirements for highway projects. 
The SWRCB is aware of the role that bed material plays in channel 
stability in developing the Caltrans Permit.  The hydromodification 
analysis and mitigation methods specified in the Caltrans Permit 
were specifically developed for highway infrastructure which 

01
cont.
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has specific design safety constraints, and drainage design 
standards to maintain natural flow patterns and stream hydraulic 
characteristics.

The design standards for Caltrans facilities must be consistent 
with Caltrans and FHWA standards to ensure safety, maintenance 
and operation. The standards in the recently adopted Caltrans 
Permit represent the most current approach to hydromodification 
mitigation for highway infrastructure throughout the State, and will 
be equally as protective of receiving water streambed stability as 
the program specified in the San Diego HMP.  Consistent with 
Section 2.d.3 of the Caltrans Permit, the design of highway facilities 
can include flow control at discharge points as well as engineered 
energy dissipation and cross culvert designs specifically to ensure 
the maintenance and transport of bed material in the local streams.

The Caltrans Permit requires a risk-based approach to assessment 
of lateral and vertical stability of the receiving water bodies using 
the Publications FHWA-HIF-12-004 and FHWA-HRT-05-072 for 
an initial (Level 1) assessment.  The assessment includes a review 
of 13 channel stability indicators including: 1) watershed and flood 
plain activity and characteristics, 2) flow habit, 3) channel pattern, 
4) entrenchment and channel confinement, 5) bed material, 6) bar 
development, 7) obstructions, 8) bank soil texture and coherence, 
9) average bank slope angle, 10) vegetative or engineered bank 
protection, 11) bank cutting, 12) mass wasting or bank failure, and 
13) upstream distance from meander impact point and alignment. 
The overall ratings from the Level 1 analysis determine if further 
numeric analysis is required or the channel is not at risk from 
the project improvements.  However, all projects disturbing more 
than 5,000 square feet, regardless of the outcome of the Level 1 
assessment, are required to implement design pollution prevention 
best management practices. 

Projects that show a potential hydromodification impact following 
completion of a Level 1 analysis proceed progressively to Level 
2 or Level 3 analysis, which include state-of-the-art hydraulic and 
sediment transport numerical modeling.  The Caltrans Permit 
ultimately requires the project to be redesigned if potential 
hydromodification impacts cannot be mitigated by other means.

01
cont.
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Regardless of the determination of HMP susceptibility in the 
receiving channel, Caltrans projects implement low impact design 
(LID) efforts to maintain or restore pre-project hydrology, as well 
as provide overall water quality improvement of discharges.  The 
LID measures include: 1) minimizing impervious surface area 
and using pervious material for hardened surfaces outside of 
the roadway prism, 2) grading slopes to blend with the natural 
terrain and decreasing the need for dikes, promoting sheet flow 
to vegetated areas that can provide water quality benefits and 
promote infiltration, 3) maintaining existing vegetation areas, and 
4) designing permanent drainage facilities that mimic the existing 
drainage pattern of the area.  The Caltrans LID practices reduce 
or in some cases can eliminate hydromodification impacts from 
highway facilities.

01
cont.

02 As noted in the response to your Comment 01, the State Water 
Resources Control Board adopted Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ, 
NPDES No. CAS000003 NPDES Permit Statewide Storm Water 
Permit and WDRs requires Caltrans to implement a Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) to protect and achieve water quality 
standards.

“Treatment” BMPs listed in Table 6-3 of the WQR and Table III.1.6.1 
of the Technical Memorandum were considered for this project 
as these BMPs have been approved for Statewide consideration 
and implementation.  “Treatment” BMPs must be considered for 
this project as required under the SWMP to avoid or minimize 
the potential long term impacts from any Caltrans facilities or 
activities.  The approved “treatment” BMPs are considered to be 
technically and fiscally feasible.  Caltrans experience has found 
these BMPs to be constructible, maintainable, and effective at 
removing pollutants to the MEP.

Within the project limits, Caltrans is a stakeholder in the Total 
Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) for Impaired Lagoons, Adjacent 
Beaches and Agua Hedionda Creek (Investigation Order 
R9-2006-0076).  Caltrans and the other dischargers completed the 
monitoring required by the Investigation Order and are working with 
the Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) to develop 
TMDLs for the listed water bodies.  EIR/EIS Table 3.10.6 lists the 



STATE AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.2-35

water bodies addressed in this order, as well as the responsible 
stakeholders.

As part of Caltrans runoff characterization studies, Caltrans 
identified pollutants that are discharging with a load or a 
concentration that commonly exceeds allowable standards and 
that are considered “treatable” by Caltrans approved “treatment” 
BMPs.  These pollutants are referred to as Targeted Design 
Constituents (TDCs); which include sediment, metals (total and 
dissolved zinc, lead, and copper), nitrogen, phosphorous, and 
general metals.

Caltrans is currently working cooperatively with the RWQCB and 
other named dischargers to comply with the adopted Revised 
TMDLs for Indicator Bacteria, Project I-Twenty Beaches and 
Creeks in the San Diego Region, which includes Los Peñasquitos 
watershed.  On February 10, 2010 the San Diego Water Board 
adopted Resolution No. R9-2010-0001; a Revised Bacteria TMDL 
Basin Plan Amendment was subsequently approved by the State 
Water Resources Control Board on December 14, 2010, the 
office of Administrative Law (OAL) on April 4, 2011, and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) on June 22, 2011.  
Under State law, this TMDL Basin Plan Amendment became fully 
effective on April 4, 2011, the date of OAL approval.

Wet and dry weather TMDLs for indicator bacteria are required to 
be achieved within 10 years of the related Basin Plan amendment 
date, with wet weather TMDLs potentially subject to a maximum 
10-year extension (with no potential extension available for dry 
weather TMDLs).  Associated compliance requirements for 
bacterial TMDLs will include annual monitoring, similar to that for 
diazinon and dissolved metals in the Chollas Creek watershed.

Caltrans and other named dischargers are developing a 
Comprehensive Load Reduction Plan (CLRP).  The CLRP will 
support the Responsible Parties’ plans to address beach and 
creek impairments with coordinated, consistent, and phased 
implementation of BMPs.  It will assist the Responsible Parties 
in complying with the approved TMDLs for beaches and creeks 
(bacteria TMDLs) developed in the region.  In addition to 

02
cont.
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addressing bacteria, the CLRP will allow for implementation 
planning that addresses other potential 303(d) impairments and 
pollutants within the watershed, to increase the effectiveness and 
efficiency of planning and implementation efforts, and to reduce 
the overall cost of implementation and compliance monitoring.

A monitoring plan will be developed to address the monitoring 
requirements of the approved bacteria TMDLs and other existing 
or tentative TMDLs in the watershed. This plan will also address 
other 303(d) impairments that are proposed for inclusion in 
the CLRP.  Monitoring is needed to evaluate progress toward 
attainment of the TMDLs and restoring the beneficial uses in 
the receiving waters.  The same approach will be taken for the 
sediment TMDLs once adopted.

In addition, please note that subsequent to circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, a Water Quality Technical Memorandum for I-5 North 
Coast Corridor Project, dated August 2013, was prepared to 
update and supplement the Water Quality Report (WQR) prepared 
in 2009 for the I-5 NCC Project.  The purpose of this technical 
report is to provide additional information related to the recently 
adopted Caltrans National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) permit and to describe Caltrans’ practices and 
policies that are implemented by the various divisions to ensure 
all NPDES Permit mandates are complied with and documented.  
The limits and description of the project have not changed since 
the WQR was completed.  Information presented in this technical 
report centers around the work being conducted in support of the 
LPA.  As requested in this comment, the following table (Table II.2 
in the Water Quality Technical Memorandum) lists the 303(d) listed 
water bodies that will be potentially impacted by the proposed 
project, including Oceanside Harbor, Cottonwood Creek, and Los 
Peñasquitos Creek and Lagoon.

02
cont.
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Hydrologic
Area

Water Body 
Name

HA/
HSA Size Pollutant Caltrans

TDC

Peñasquitos

Soledad
Canyon 906.10 2

Miles

Selenium,
Sediment
Toxicity

NA

Los
Peñasquitos

Creek
906.10 12

Miles

Total Dissolved 
Solids,

Selenium,
Toxicity, Total 
Nitrogen as N, 
Fecal Coliform, 
Enterococcus,
Phosphorus

Sediment,
Nitrogen

Phosphorus

Los
Peñasquitos

Lagoon
906.10 469

Acres
Sedimentation/

Siltation Sediment

Rose Creek 906.4 13
Miles

Selenium,
Toxicity NA

San
Dieguito

San
Dieguito

River
905.11 19

Miles

Total Dissolved 
Solids, Toxicity, 

Nitrogen,
Fecal Coliform, 
Enterococcus,
Phosphorus

Sediment,
Nitrogen

Phosphorus

Carlsbad

Loma Alta 
Creek 904.10 8

Miles
Selenium,

Toxicity NA

Buena Vista 
Creek 904.21 11 

Miles

Selenium,
Sediment
Toxicity

NA

Buena Vista 
Lagoon 904.21 202

Acres

Indicator
Bacteria,
Nutrients,

Sedimentation/
Siltation

Sediment,
Nutrients (N 

and P)

Agua
Hedionda

Creek
904.31 7

Miles

Total Dissolved 
Solids,

Selenium,
Toxicity, Total 
Nitrogen as N,
Fecal Coliform,

Sediment,
Nitrogen

Phosphorus

02
cont.
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Hydrologic
Area (cont.)

Water Body 
Name

HA/
HSA Size Pollutant Caltrans

TDC

Carlsbad
(cont.)

Agua
Hedionda

Creek
(cont.)

Enterococcus,
Phosphorus,
Manganese

Cottonwood
Creek 904.51 2

Miles

Sediment
Toxicity, 

Selenium, DDT
NA

Encinitas
Creek 904.51 3

Miles
Toxicity, 

Selenium NA

San Marcos 
Creek 904.51 19

Miles

Selenium,
Sediment
Toxicity, 

Phosphorus,
DDE

Phosphorus

San Elijo 
Lagoon 904.61 566

Acres

Sedimentation/
Siltation,
Indicator
Bacteria,
Eutrophic

Sediment

Escondido
Creek 904.62 26

Miles

Total Dissolved 
Solids,

Selenium,
Toxicity, Total 
Nitrogen as N, 
Fecal Coliform, 
Enterococcus,

DDT 
Phosphate,

Sulfates,
Manganese

Sediment,
Nitrogen

Phosphorus

San Luis 
Rey

San Luis 
Rey River, 

Lower (west 
of I-15)

903.11 19
Miles

Chloride,
Fecal Coliform, 
Phosphorus,

Total Dissolved 
Solids, Total 
Nitrogen as 
N, Toxicity, 

Enterococcus

Phosphorus,
Nitrogen

02
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Hydrologic
Area (cont.)

Water Body 
Name

HA/
HSA Size Pollutant Caltrans

TDC

San Luis 
Rey (cont.)

Pacific 
Ocean 

Shoreline,
at San Luis 
Rey River 

mouth

0
Miles

Enterococcus,
Total Coliform NA

Santa
Margarita

Oceanside 
Harbor 902.11 52

acres Copper Copper

02
cont.
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03

03 With respect to construction timing for the proposed Batiquitos 
and Buena Vista Lagoon bridges and associated potential benefits 
to wetland habitats, your support for the accelerated construction 
schedule option (in association with High Occupancy Vehicle 
[HOV] improvements) is noted.  This option has been adopted for 
the Batiquitos Lagoon bridge, with a corresponding reduction in 
wetland habitat impacts as described in this Final EIR/EIS.  Due 
to the nature of HOV/Managed Lanes improvement schedules, 
however, the accelerated construction schedule option has 
currently been determined to be infeasible for the Buena Vista 
Lagoon bridge.
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04

05

06

07

08

Please refer to the response to Comment 02.04

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.05

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.06

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.  The project footprint 
as a whole is evaluated for “treatment” BMPs.  The storm water 
analysis performed does not prioritize between existing and new 
impervious surfaces.  There is an indication in the WQR as to the 
difference between the two numbers solely to show the distinction.  
“Treatment” BMPs are implemented to the MEP throughout the I-5
NCC Project.

07
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09

10

11

12

13

14

Please refer to Final EIR/EIS Table 3.10.8 for a list of the existing 
and proposed areas of impervious surfaces, as well as the percent 
of impervious surfaces proposed for water quality “treatment.”  With 
respect to the capture of flows for hydromodification purposes, 
please refer to the response to Comment 01. 

08

Subsequent to circulation of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, the 
biostrips have been removed from the proposed Project design.  

09

All approved “treatment” BMPs would be designed in accordance 
with the Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide (PPDG; 
CTSW-RT-10-254.03 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/ oppd/stormwtr/
ppdg/swdr2010/PPDG-July-2010-r2.pdf).  Section B.2 of the 
PPDG makes reference to the Caltrans Biofiltration Swale Design 
Guidance; the minimum Hydraulic Resistance Time is specified in 
the PPDG as five minutes.

10

“Treatment” trains will be evaluated for feasibility during project 
development in the Plans, Specifications, and Estimate (PS&E) 
phase of the project.  Caltrans has determined that bioswales and 
detention basins are to be approved “treatment” BMPs and need 
not be placed in-line in order to be effective. 

11

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.12

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.13

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.  Additionally, please 
note that Caltrans evaluates projects and implements Approved 
Treatment BMPs as set forth in the PPDG. If opportunities arise 
to implement new or improved technologies, those “treatment” 
BMPs would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and would be 
subject to documentation and monitoring as part of a pilot study 
for Statewide implementation.

14
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15

16

17

18

Please refer to the response to Comment 01. Caltrans would 
implement LID efforts for this and future projects as required 
under the Statewide NPDES Permit, including Order No. 2012-
0011-DWQ, which became effective on July 1, 2013.  The project 
would be designed to comply with the Statewide NPDES Permit 
current at the time of permitting.

15

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.16

Please refer to the response to Comment 01.17

Please refer to the responses to Comments 01 and 02.18
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01
01

Response to Drew Simpkin, Public Land Management 
Specialist, California State Lands Commission

Thank you for your comments regarding the California State Lands 
Commission lease application process.  Caltrans understands the 
associated requirements and will submit a lease application, with 
the appropriate supporting materials, fees, and deposit funds, 
at the earliest appropriate time.  Specifically, if the Preferred 
Alternative is approved for implementation, this application will be 
submitted when the project design process is at a point where no 
further changes to the areas proposed to be covered by the lease 
application are anticipated.  Please also refer to the responses to 
your comments on the Draft EIR/EIS, contained in Section 4.2 of 
this appendix.
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01

01

Responses to Gary C. Matthews, Vice Chancellor, Resource 
Management and Planning, University of California, San Diego

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record, 
suggesting on-campus roadway improvements associated with 
the proposed Voigt Drive Direct Access Ramp (DAR).  Individual 
responses to your specific comments are provided below.

1. The preliminary design of the I-5 NCC Project already
proposes two westbound left-turn lanes from Voigt Drive 
onto Gilman Drive, with proposed improvements at Gilman 
Drive to accommodate the two turning lanes, as shown 
on Figures 2-2.14a and 2-2.14b of the Draft EIR/EIS and 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheet 2 of this Final EIR/EIS.

2. This request should be addressed under the scope of 
the Environmental Document for the I-5 / Gilman Bridge 
Project.
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03

04

05

06

01
cont.

02

02

03

04

05

06

07

08

3. The I-5 NCC Project Final EIR/EIS (Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 2 
and 3) show Voigt Drive as a four-lane road, with two lanes
in each direction of travel, from Gilman Drive to Genesee 
Avenue.  Please provide Caltrans with UCSD’s proposed 
realignment of Campus Point Drive.

Noise impacts to human noise receptors are outside the scope 
of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to the response 
to your Comment 06 on the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.2 of this 
appendix.
The noted mitigation in Table 2.2.4 is associated with impacts to 
coastal sage scrub, which provides habitat for the coastal California 
gnatcatcher.  As noted in the Impacts/Benefits discussion in this 
table (under Biological Resources), no direct impacts to sensitive 
species are identified for the Voigt Drive DAR.  The mitigation 
discussion in Table 2.2.4 has been modified in this Final EIR/EIS 
to clarify that the referenced measure is associated specifically 
with impacts to sensitive uplands.

As indicated in this comment, an analysis of pedestrian safety and 
traffic impacts are outside the scope of the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Please refer to the response to your Comment 03 on the 
Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.2 of this appendix.

Caltrans has been working with UCSD to refine the design of this 
bicycle facility for the I-5 / Genesee Interchange Project.  That 
segment of the bike path is not part of the I-5 NCC Project.

While the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS focused on coastal lagoons 
rather than small isolated wetlands, potential wetland impacts at 
the Voigt Drive DAR were included in Table 3.1.9 of that document 
(under Phase 1C) and have been incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS as Table 3.17.4.  Please note, however, that the wetland 
impact footprint at the Voigt Drive DAR is identified on Table ES.2, 
Direct Access Ramps Information, and is less than the 0.25 acre 
as previously anticipated.
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08

09

10

08
cont.

09

10

Caltrans will coordinate with UCSD to avoid and/or minimize 
project-related impacts to parking spaces and to identify mitigation 
for impacts from the loss of parking spaces that cannot practicably 
be avoided.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 07 on the Draft 
EIR/EIS in Section 4.2 of this appendix regarding collaboration on 
project design considerations in the UCSD area.  The preliminary 
design of the Voigt Drive DAR includes a combination of retaining 
walls and columns along I-5 to reflect site-specific design and 
engineering requirements.  The related construction of retaining 
walls at both the north and south end abutments on I-5 would 
include architectural improvements to address potential visual 
concerns.  The preliminary design for this DAR proposes seven 
bents along I-5, which would consist of two or three columns per 
bent.  The proposed longitudinal retaining walls east and west of 
I-5 in the vicinity of Voigt Drive would also potentially be undulated 
at the top of the wall to better reflect the natural character of the 
corridor, as suggested in this comment.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 09 regarding 
your preferred design for the Voigt Drive DAR design, which is 
illustrated in Attachment B.

Utility relocations and shutdowns are outside the scope of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to the response to your 
Comment 05 on the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.2 of this appendix.

07
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01

01

Responses to Don Neu, City Planner, City of Carlsbad

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
In general, the purpose of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was 
to confirm and clarify impacts at project-area lagoons as well 
as provide some additional information related to sea level rise, 
new California Senate bills, an updated San Diego Association 
of Governments (SANDAG) Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), 
etc.  All of this information was either provided in adequate detail 
in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS or is additionally refined in this 
Final EIR/EIS.  Your specific comments are individually addressed 
below.  
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02

03

04

05

02 The City’s November 2010 letter commenting on the Draft EIR/EIS 
and the associated responses are incorporated into Section 4.3 of 
this appendix.  Based on the information and analysis contained 
within the Draft EIR/EIS, Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, supporting 
technical studies, and responses to comments, the EIR/EIS does 
not need to be recirculated.

The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS provided additional information 
focused on the lagoon crossings; therefore, the graphics also were 
focused on specific features.  Following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and receipt of comments, the 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
refined.  This alternative is the smallest of the build alternatives 
presented in the EIR/EIS.  The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was 
determined in 2011 to be the locally preferred alternative (LPA) 
and has been identified in this Final EIR/EIS as the Preferred 
Alternative. Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67 of this Final 
EIR/EIS provide updated, detailed, drawings for the Preferred 
Alternative.  Consistent with this comment, these graphics depict 
revised and refined project features, and are at a scale that allows 
the reader to evaluate the potential project footprint relative to 
existing abutting land uses as they overlay aerial photography.  No 
new soundwalls have been proposed since the public circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS.

Thank you.  Responses have been provided to all comments  
received within that time frame.

With regard to the dredging of lagoon basins, such activities were 
discussed in the bridge optimization studies to provide appropriate 
context and to address compatibility between bridge designs 
and habitat enhancement activities currently in the planning or 
implementation stages by other parties.  While the Resource 
Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP), referred to as 
the Resource Enhancement Program (REP) in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS, identifies options for allocating funding from the 

03

04

05
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05
cont.

SANDAG’s Environmental Mitigation Program for regionally 
significant restoration or enhancement opportunities and/or 
endowments for long-term resource maintenance needs, activities 
such as dredging beyond the I-5 footprint are not proposed as 
part of the I-5 NCC Project.  As noted in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 3.1.2.2, “Additional dredging occurs periodically to 
maintain tidal flow.” This is part of the existing condition related to 
lagoon function, and identification of a funding source to continue 
such activities does not equate to new environmental impacts.  
As a result, incorporation of details regarding additional dredging 
activities is not required.

I-5 lagoon bridge dredging would occur only in the immediate 
vicinity of each of the bridges. Dredging would occur under and 
surrounding the bridge to match existing contours.  As identified in 
the REMP section for Batiquitos and Los Peñasquitos Lagoons, 
a non-wasting endowment would be established for regular 
inlet maintenance dredging at these lagoons.  For San Elijo 
and Buena Vista Lagoons, the restoration plans and projects 
would be responsible for the dredging in the remainder of the 
lagoons.  Funding for those restoration projects also has been 
identified in the REMP.  Details of dredging of these lagoons and 
required permits and monitoring outside I-5 NCC Project limits 
would be determined either by the restoration projects, or in the 
case of Batiquitos and Los Peñasquitos Lagoons, by the managing 
entities. Separate environmental documents are being completed 
for the two large restoration projects, under California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW; previously the California Department 
of Fish and Game) and State Parks management of Batiquitos and 
Los Peñasquitos, respectively. 

The optimized bridges are identified as optimal for tidal flow when 
dredged or shoaled.  Maintenance of the dredging throughout 
these lagoons is not part of the I-5 NCC Project.  Dredging 
would be consistent with current dredging activities carried 
out at Batiquitos Lagoon.  At Batiquitos Lagoon, all project-
required dredging would occur within areas already identified 
for channel widening (e.g., as noted on Figure 3-18.2e of this 
Final EIR/EIS), with habitat impacts folded into the updated 
impact numbers provided as part of that document and

05
cont.

06

07

08

09

10

11

12

13
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06

this Final EIR/EIS.  As noted above, maintenance at the inlet would 
be a continuing activity already undertaken; with water quality 
concerns addressed through RWQCB permitting for these actions. 

No soil testing has been done on sediment at this time for dredging 
under the I-5.  Soil disposition would be determined at a later 
date. As stated in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, although
specific locations for deposit of project-related exported soil have 
not been identified, such locations would either be sited outside 
of the coastal zone or be identified in compliance with California 
Coastal Commission (CCC) permit requirements.

The “optimized dredge condition” referred to in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS discussion of Batiquitos Lagoon is a reference to 
agency-requested review of tidal velocity and sediment transport.  
It was not meant to infer that I-5 improvements would assume 
dredging responsibility for areas unrelated to I-5 improvements, 
such as at the lagoon inlet or railroad crossings.  Please also refer 
to Final EIR/EIS Section 3.17 for additional details regarding the 
REMP, which has been further refined since the circulation of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS. 

05
cont.

As noted in the response to your Comment 03, the FHWA identifies 
the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative as the Preferred Alternative in this 
Final EIR/EIS.  This is consistent with the identification of the refined 
8+4 Buffer alternative as the LPA and no other implications occur.

With regard to the proposed I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail, this 
enhancement differs from a community enhancement in that it would 
provide an alternate mode of transportation along the corridor.  With 
the NC Bike Trail, the I-5 NCC Project would enhance the regional 
connectivity to other bicycle routes, such as the SR-56 Regional 
Bicycle Corridor, Mid County Regional Bicycle Corridor, El Camino 
Real Regional Bicycle Corridor, Encinitas-San Marcos Regional 
Bicycle Corridor, Carlsbad-San Marcos Regional Bicycle Corridor, 
Proposed Coastal Rail Trail, Proposed Inland Rail Trail, and San 
Luis River Trail Regional Bicycle Corridor, thus providing a regional 
benefit, rather than a benefit to a particular community.  It is subject 
to the same funding source as the community enhancements.

07
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08

This Final EIR/EIS contains updated descriptions and graphics of 
the regional and community enhancement features.

With regard to provision of an auxiliary lane between Cannon Road and 
Tamarack Avenue, this feature was identified on Draft EIR/EIS Figure
2-2.9 (Final EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.1d).  As such, it does not comprise a 
design refinement and it did not require inclusion on Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Table S.1.

Chestnut Avenue enhancements have subsequently been 
re-identified as a community enhancement, consistent with the 
Draft EIR/EIS. The description is substantially consistent with the 
description provided in Final EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast 
Regional and Community Enhancement Projects.  As described in 
Final EIR/EIS Section 2.3, I-5 North Coast Regional and Community 
Enhancement Projects, proposed improvements include widened 
sidewalks with street trees; planting in the parkway to separate 
pedestrians from traffic; enhanced pedestrian-scale safety lighting; 
and colorful, enhanced street and crosswalk paving, and sidewalks 
on both sides of Chestnut Avenue under I-5.  Caltrans would work 
closely with the City of Carlsbad to incorporate local community 
character elements within Caltrans’ right-of-way.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 10 regarding the 
provision of auxiliary lanes between Cannon Road and Tamarack 
Avenue.

09

10

11

12

Regarding the deletion of the Cannon Road Direct Access Ramp 
(DAR) from the build alternatives, please note that Traffic Technical 
Report No. 7, Direct Access Ramp/Local Circulation System 
Operations Report, addressed scenarios with and without DAR 
connections to the HOV/Managed Lanes.  As a scenario without 
a DAR was previously analyzed, no modification to the technical 
studies is required as a result of this project modification.
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With regard to flooding in the vicinity of Buena Vista Lagoon, please 
note that the referenced text comprised a summary discussion.  
Details regarding Buena Vista Lagoon bridge optimization and 
associated hydrologic concerns were provided in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.2.3, with applicable information now 
also incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  As described in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and depicted on Figure 3-1.6a of that 
document, Buena Vista Lagoon is segmented into four basins, named 
according to their associated downstream hydraulic connections.  
Based on the I-5 Bridge Study at Buena Vista Lagoon (May 2012), 
an I-5 bridge length of 197 feet has been identified as optimal, i.e., 
the length at which tidal range and flood conveyance would be 
most favorable; any further increase in bridge length would bring 
only minimal benefit.  If no restoration has occurred or is planned 
at the time of the bridge construction, the bridge would be built to 
the optimal length, but fill would be left in the lagoon to maintain 
the existing conditions in regards to flood levels, which includes 
flooding at the Coast Highway. This is discussed in Section 3.1.2.3.
The downstream flooding already exists, and removal of all fill prior 
to restoration of downstream crossings could have a detrimental 
effect; therefore, fill would be left in place until restoration plans are 
finalized and implementation of restoration begins.  

Section 3.9 of the Final EIR/EIS notes that the proposed 
improvements to the I-5 bridge would not cause an increase to the 
flood boundary or the water surface elevation. Replacement of the 
Buena Vista Creek Bridge would widen the existing constriction 
point in the lagoon and lower the base floodplain by approximately 
0.4 foot upstream of the I-5 bridge. This assessment assumes 
implementation of future restoration in the lagoon, however, 
as described in Section 3.9.3 of the Final EIR/EIS under the 
discussion of Hydrologic/Hydraulic Impacts on Lagoons and 
Related Waterways.  Section 3.9 explains that the Coast Highway 
crossing would require a wider and deeper channel, as well as 
potential elevation of the road itself to accommodate the flow 
under the road, particularly if the conservative projection of sea 
level rise (4.5 feet in Year 2100) occurs. The resource agencies 
may identify replacement of the Coast Highway crossing as part of 
the REMP for mitigating the I-5 NCC Project.

13
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15

16
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14 The proposed enhanced trail on the east side of I-5 at Agua 
Hedionda Lagoon comprises a segment of the proposed I-5 
North Coast (NC) Bike Trail, as described in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Table 2.2.2.  The Final EIR/EIS (Section 2.3, I-5 North 
Coast Regional and Community Enhancement Projects) shows 
the proposed trail connection to the existing bicycle routes at 
Chinquapin Avenue and Cannon Road (see Figure 2-3.4h).

Regarding phased project construction, it is correct that one HOV 
in each direction would be added through Carlsbad by 2020.  As 
described in the Final EIR/EIS and illustrated on Figures 2-4.1a
through 2-4.1c, an additional HOV/Managed Lane in each direction 
would be added as far north as Palomar Airport Road by 2030, 
with the additional HOV/Managed Lane in each direction north of 
Palomar Airport Road being added between 2031 and 2035.

The suggested revisions to the description of Carlsbad Community 
Enhancement 1a have been incorporated into Final EIR/EIS Table 
ES.13.  As illustrated on Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4f,
the proposed trail crossing under the I-5 bridge is proposed on the 
north side of the Batiquitos Lagoon channel. 

Regarding the east-west trail connection along the southern shore 
of Agua Hedionda Lagoon underneath I-5, this connection is 
illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3 (Sheets 50 and 51) and
3-18.2f.

With regard to an east-west crossing north of Agua Hedionda 
Lagoon, this would occur along the local bicycle route on 
Chinquapin Avenue, as illustrated on Final EIR/EIS Figure 2-3.4h.

15

16

17
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20

21

22

19

With regard to the auxiliary lanes proposed between Cannon 
Road and Tamarack Avenue, please refer to the response to 
your Comment 10.  As indicated in Final EIR/EIS Table ES.12,
no land acquisition would be required in the City of Carlsbad for 
implementation of the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail.  No additional 
impacts beyond those disclosed in the 2010 Draft EIR/EIS would 
occur.  

Table 2.2.6 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was intended to 
document new auxiliary lanes proposed in potentially sensitive 
environmental areas.  Accordingly, the proposed north- and 
southbound auxiliary lanes between Poinsettia Lane and Palomar 
Airport Road were not included in the table.  The referenced 
auxiliary lanes would continue the footprint associated with 
the noted deceleration and acceleration lanes, with these 
improvements to be accommodated within the footprint shown in 
the Draft EIR/EIS on Figures 2-2.14aa and 2-2.14ac for the 10+4 
Buffer alternative (now contained in Appendix K of this Final EIR/
EIS).  As such, no impacts exceeding those described in the Draft  
EIR/EIS would occur.  Specifics relative to the Preferred Alternative 
are depicted, with updated impact numbers, in this Final 
EIR/EIS (Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 43 through 46).  It should also be 
noted that construction of the proposed freeway improvements 
in the southbound direction, including the auxiliary lane between 
Poinsettia Lane and Palomar Airport Road, would require temporary 
construction easements (TCEs) and footing easements from 
properties adjacent to the freeway under the Preferred Alternative.  
A small (approximately 388-square-foot) partial property acquisition 
would also be required from the Encina Wastewater Authority 

18
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cont.

The purpose of Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.2 is to 
illustrate the relative locations of the various elements (e.g., 
freeway, trail, wetland).  It is not intended to serve as a conceptual 
trail plan.  As such, proposed trail widths and materials need not 
be illustrated on that figure.  Details as to trail widths and trail 
surface are provided in text.  As noted, all bike/pedestrian trails 
would be 12 feet wide or less and co-located bike/pedestrian trails 
are anticipated to consist of an 8-foot-wide paved bike trail with an 
adjacent soft-surface trail for pedestrians.  

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.10a through 2-2.10g have 
been incorporated, as appropriate, into Final EIR/EIS Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67, and have been corrected.  Grading 
on the west side of the freeway would not extend beyond the 
limits of the existing right-of-way, but revisions have been made 
to the right-of-way line on the east side of the freeway in the 
vicinity of Buena Vista Lagoon.  Although the legend on the figure 
was incorrect in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, the footprint 
impacts were incorporated into project impact upland and wetland 
numbers.  Specifics of habitat types are provided in this Final EIR/
EIS.  Right-of-way effects have been addressed in the Final EIR/
EIS Chapter 3.4 where they result in relocations.

With regard to Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-3.1b, please 
note that this figure is intended to provide a schematic illustration of 
the locations of improvements.  As such, the dashed line depicting 
the I-5 NC Bike Trail illustrates the length of the bike trail but is 
not intended to illustrate its specific alignment.  Supplemental 
EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.10f illustrates the specific alignment of the bike 
trail across Batiquitos Lagoon.  This graphic, as well as the call-
out on Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-3.1b (Final EIR/EIS 
Figure 2-4.1b) and the information in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
Table 2.2.2, correctly identify the bike trail as being on the west 
side of the freeway in this area.  Additional details regarding the 

20

21

22

under the Preferred Alternative.  The construction of the proposed 
freeway improvements in the northbound direction, including the 
auxiliary lane between Poinsettia Lane and Palomar Airport Road, 
would also require TCEs and footing easements from adjacent 
properties to the freeway under the Preferred Alternative.

22
cont.
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24

22
cont.

extent and features of the Bicycle/Pedestrian Enhanced Trail and 
Bridge were presented in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.2 
and are incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS on Table ES.13; provision 
of additional description on the schematic graphic is not necessary. 

Additional detail regarding the extent and features of the Bicycle/
Pedestrian Enhanced Trail and Bridge were presented in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.2 and are included in this 
Final EIR/EIS on Table ES.13.  The phasing of bike and pedestrian 
trail enhancements is called out on Figures 2-4.1a through 2-4.1c
in this Final EIR/EIS. References to other Caltrans projects have 
been removed from the Final EIR/EIS Figure 2-4.1.

23

Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS specifically notes that connections 
to existing trail systems at Agua Hedionda would be a benefit of 
the I-5 NC Bike Trail enhancement.

With regard to upland impacts, please note that the focus of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, and of the referenced discussion 
in particular, was on impacts to lagoon resources.  Similarly, 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 3-1.3c presented information 
specific to waters of the State and waters of the U.S.; as such, 
depiction of upland habitats was not relevant to this focus.  Impacts 
to upland habitats were disclosed in the Draft EIR/EIS and have 
been updated as appropriate in this Final EIR/EIS.

All temporary impacts associated with I-5 NCC Project
construction activities at Agua Hedionda Lagoon would occur 
within the permanent impact boundary illustrated on Supplemental 
EIR/EIS Figure 3-1.3c.  As such, no separate discussion of 
temporary impacts is necessary.

25

26

27 The Final EIR/EIS clarifies that biological resource impacts with 
crossing of Agua Hedionda Lagoon would include 3.77 acres of 
permanent impacts to State jurisdictional wetlands is correct.  Text 
and Table 3.17.9 agree.

Pets on trails would be allowed consistent with current usage.28
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30

31

32
33

34

35

36

37
38

29 As noted in Chapter 3 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, 
temporary impacts would be associated with construction-related 
access and staging at all lagoon crossings.  Updated quantification 
of temporary (construction) biological impacts is provided in this 
Final EIR/EIS where appropriate. 

Please refer to the response to your Comment 25.  As described 
there, the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was focused on lagoon 
resources.  This Final EIR/EIS contains final numbers associated 
with current project design for both wetland and upland habitats.

The items contained in the list of conservation measures include 
measures to avoid or minimize impacts during construction, as well 
as a cross-reference to the jurisdictional waters mitigation program 
described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2.  Although 
they do not necessarily constitute mitigation measures under the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)as some are proposed 
under NEPA in response to impacts that are not CEQA-significant, 
they do represent commitments from Caltrans.  Details regarding 
implementation of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation 
measures are provided in the Environmental Commitments Record, 
provided as Appendix D of this Final EIR/EIS.

The reference to “1 HOV” in the legend for Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Figure 3-1.3c was intended to reflect the staging and 
bridge widening, with the assumption that one HOV/Managed 
Lane was extended in the median prior to bridge replacement.  
The figure does reflect permanent impacts that would result from 
the ultimate freeway widening.  The corresponding Final EIR/EIS 
Figure 3-18.1i has been revised to be clearer.

30

31

32

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 3.1.3c mistakenly incorporated 
the bridge in the overall impact footprint.  The corresponding Final 
EIR/EIS Figure 3-18.1i has been revised to correctly reflect that 

33



REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.3-12

38
cont.

36

While it is currently unknown if the material under the existing 
bridge is suitable for beach replenishment, the volume of material 
available from this dredging would likely be minor and would not 
make a substantial contribution to beach replenishment efforts.  As 
shown in Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-18.1g and 3-18.2e and discussed 
in the text, the Batiquitos Lagoon bridge would be lengthened and 
the associated dredging limits would be within and immediately 
adjacent to the limits of the new bridge.

The majority of the material to be removed in this location is 
“freeway fill” that consists primarily of non-sand size material, and 
thus would not be appropriate for beach replenishment purposes.  
As shown on Final EIR/EIS Figures 3-18.1j and 3-18.2g, dredging 
for the proposed Buena Vista Lagoon bridge would be limited to 
areas within and immediately adjacent to the proposed new bridge.

No pedestrian trails are identified beneath the Buena Vista Lagoon 
bridge, as there are no known existing trails in the vicinity of the 
Buena Vista Lagoon to which the suggested pedestrian paths 
under the bridge could connect.

Regarding upland impacts, please refer to the response to your 
Comment 25.

The referenced tables are intended to provide a summary of the 
major goals at each lagoon, and are highlighted to show context 
with existing or proposed restoration efforts. 

Please refer to the Public Works Plan (PWP) LCP consistency 
analyses for Carlsbad, as addressed throughout topical analyses 
in that document, for a more complete discussion and assessment 
of applicable policies and project consistency.  

34

35

33
cont.

37

38

these areas do not encompass fill, but rather consist of bridge 
structures with only columns impacting the wetland habitats.
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01

Responses to Carl Hilliard, Mayor, City of Del Mar

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of that document.  Responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of 
this appendix.
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02

03

04

05

06

07

Regarding your concerns on project-related noise impacts in 
areas of public open space associated with San Dieguito Lagoon, 
these issues are addressed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
Sections 3.1.1.2, San Dieguito Lagoon, and 3.1.3, Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. Specifically, the analysis 
in Section 3.1.1.2 evaluates potential short-term (construction) and 
long-term (operational) noise effects in applicable portions of San 
Dieguito Lagoon and related waterways (e.g., the San Dieguito 
River).  For short-term noise, this analysis notes that indirect effects 
such as increased noise would be minimized through conservation 
measures identified in Section 3.1.3 of the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS, as well as in Sections 3.17 through 3.22 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS. These included such measures as the designation of 
Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) on project maps; pre-
construction surveys to confirm the locations of sensitive species; 
the completion of pile driving outside the bird breeding season; 
and use of bubble curtains of other methods to minimize acoustical 
impacts to aquatic species.  This information has been carried into 
and enhanced in Sections 3.17 through 3.22 of the Final EIR/EIS.

For long-term noise at San Dieguito Lagoon, the analysis notes 
that long-term noise studies identified the loudest existing noise 
level at 66 dBA Leq [decibels], with a predicted future noise level at 
the same location of 68 dBA Leq, indicating an anticipated increase 
of two dBA.  This two dBA increase was predicted at three noise 
sampling locations, with similar increases of two to three dBA likely 
across the entire open lagoon area.  

Such increases are not detectable by the average healthy human 
ear.  While population numbers of special status bird species 
have undergone natural fluctuations over the years, these species 
continue to forage, nest, breed, and otherwise consistently occur 
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02
cont.

within suitable habitat during the breeding season in areas subjected 
to a wide range of noise levels (see Final EIR/EIS Section 3.21).  

With regard to project-related visual impacts on public open space 
and trails in the vicinity of San Dieguito Lagoon and River, this 
comment was submitted and received during the public review 
comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and visual impacts are outside the scope of that document.  
Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in 
Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please note, however, that Final EIR/
EIS Figures 3-7.81 through 3-7.84 present existing and simulated 
photos of San Dieguito.  Please also refer to Appendix A of the EIR/
EIS for specific information regarding visual effects at San Dieguito.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4c illustrated the proposed 
I-5 North Coast Bike Trail along the west side of I-5 in the vicinity 
of the San Dieguito Lagoon.  This bike trail is proposed to connect 
to the Lagoon Trail and the trail at Race Track View Drive that is 
shown on the Coast to Crest Trail maps on the San Dieguito River 
Valley Conservancy’s website: http://sdrvc.org/.  This figure has 
been incorporated into the Final EIR/EIS as Figure 2.3-4c.

Regarding your concerns on project-related noise impacts in areas 
of public open space and sensitive lagoon habitat, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 02.  Quieter pavement, such as 
“rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 23 
CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure that can be applied in 
accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is actively researching 
the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire noise source levels 
to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement characteristics of 
quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases maintenance costs, 
which is a factor being considered in wider applications beyond 
pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower life expectancy than 
concrete, so it would have to be repaired or replaced more often.  A 
conclusion has not been made about practicality and effectiveness, 
so this surfacing is not currently included in noise abatement 
measures.  Information about the ongoing pavement research can 
be found on the Caltrans website at: http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/
noise/index.htm#2011catnap.



REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.3-18

07

This comment was submitted and received during the public review 
comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
and is outside the scope of that document.  Responses to comments 
on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  
Please also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System.”

This enclosure was responded to as part of the responses to the 
Draft EIR/EIS, which are contained in Section 4.0 of this appendix.

05

06 Regarding your concerns on the availability of the project’s Public 
Works Plan (PWP), please note that the draft PWP document was 
circulated in 2010 and overlapped the review period of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  An updated Draft PWP was prepared with resource 
agency oversight and was circulated in March 2013.  The PWP was 
completed in fall 2013.  Project implementation and mitigation phasing 
discussed in the PWP were circulated as part of the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS (Figures 2-3.1a through 2-3.1c, Project Improvements 
and Enhancements).  With regard to mitigation funding, Caltrans 
already owns a number of the parcels proposed for mitigation 
activities.  Funding of lagoon restoration activities at San Elijo and 
Buena Vista Lagoons would be set aside to adequately address the 
selected alternative, as identified in the Resource Enhancement and 
Mitigation Program (REMP).  Please note, however, that a potential 
rail platform to serve the Del Mar Fairgrounds is outside the scope 
of the EIR/EIS for the I-5 NCC Project.
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Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Responses to your comments on the Draft EIR/EIS may be found 
in Section 4.3 of this appendix.  Your specific comments are 
individually addressed below.

There have been ongoing discussions between the City and 
Caltrans since circulation of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  
Specifically, Caltrans staff met with the City on September 19, 2013 
to discuss the I-5 NCC: Design Guidelines and the potential for 
shotcrete.  The project proposes numerous aesthetic treatments 
to reduce visual effects of retaining walls, including undulating 
grading and curvilinear retaining walls that incorporate quality 
materials, earth colored and textured concrete; and the use of 
recesses and architectural features to avoid visual monotony.  
Native plant landscaping would be used to blend manufactured 
slopes with natural slope areas.  Terracing and terrain contoured 
walls would be incorporated in the design as feasible.

The use of sculpted shotcrete “faux rock” walls will be carefully 
considered during design development.  It may be difficult to 
replicate the appearance of natural landforms at freeway scale 
walls due to required space, large scale, quality of construction, 

Responses to Patrick Murphy, Director of Planning and 
Building, City of Encinitas
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cont.

03

appropriate levels of maintenance, and relationship to the viewer 
(speed and proximity).  The freeway walls will require a much 
larger footprint to appear as a natural landform.  The lateral space 
required for the “ins and outs” and natural angle of repose that 
give the illusion of a natural landform is mostly unavailable.  To be 
satisfactory, the gradient of wall face should randomly vary from 
near vertical to about 1:1 and should increase the layout variation 
to plus or minus 10 to 15 feet.  The increased wall footprint 
may encroach into environmentally sensitive areas and impact 
natural topographic features and native vegetation.  However, the 
feasibility of a modified layout would be evaluated during design 
development.

To achieve the City’s visual goals, sculpted shotcrete walls would 
require levels of skill to design, construct, and maintain that 
are currently unavailable to Caltrans.  Due to State and federal 
contract law, Caltrans cannot preselect contractors with proprietary 
design and construction techniques.  Maintenance of the specialty 
painted shotcrete surfaces would be above and beyond standard 
Caltrans maintenance levels and would require a City maintenance 
agreement.

The request for Torrey Pine and Coast Live Oak would be consistent 
with the project requirement to only use species native to southern 
California in the landscaping palette.  The use of large trees to 
screen walls would be incorporated into the design as long as the 
trees are protected by a safety barrier, or are outside the clear 
recovery zone.  Large trees are subject to permit restrictions in 
some areas to minimize raptor perching.  Interchange landscaping 
would have a higher level of landscaping treatment.  Enhanced 
interchange landscaping would be considered in cases where the 
responsible local agency would provide maintenance in perpetuity. 

Each of the bulleted items would be reviewed for applicability 
relative to each of the project manufactured slopes and grading.  
Design of freeway project features will be done in consultation with 
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cont.

04

affected local agencies with the understanding that Caltrans policy 
and procedures regarding issues such as safety, operations, 
maintenance, and cost will prevail.

Caltrans is continuing to coordinate with the City.  If the project 
is approved, this will also continue during the design phase 
and preparation of site-specific landscape plans and aesthetic 
treatments for retaining walls, soundwalls, and slope grading.  As 
noted at the September 19th meeting, follow up would include 
simulations of the proposed aesthetic treatment. 

02
cont.

03

04

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2.2-4a though 2.2-4j, North 
Coast Bikeway Elements, (Figures 2-3.4a through 2-3.4j of this 
Final EIR/EIS) provide detailed illustrations of the NC Bike Trail, 
including improvements associated with the project.  Figure 2-2.5,
Manchester DAR Park and Ride Illustration, (Figure 2-2.5b of this 
Final EIR/EIS) focuses on the San Elijo Multi-use Facility.  

In general, Caltrans will continue to work with the cities within the 
I-5 North Coast Corridor, including the City of Encinitas, during 
the project design phase.  Many of the locations identified in this 
comment (including Manchester Avenue) would have new traffic 
signals installed and turning movement improvements.  This 
would include removal of free right turns, which would support 
bike trail activity at these intersections.  All of the roadway and 
bike trail improvements would conform to Caltrans design and 
safety standards.

As noted above, Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the City 
during the design phase.  We appreciate Mr. Vurbeff’s contact 
information.
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Responses to Peter Weiss, City Manager, City of Oceanside

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The package of comments submitted by the City of Oceanside 
on November 18, 2010 has been addressed in Section 4.0 of this 
appendix.  Please refer to the phasing graphics (Figures 2-4.1a
through 2-4.1c) in this Final EIR/EIS.  They identify schematically 
the timing and location of project actions, including roadway 
improvements as well as enhancement and mitigation efforts, during 
different phases of the project.  Please also refer to the Environmental 
Commitments Record contained in Appendix D of this Final EIR/
EIS, which would document and confirm that mitigation occurs.

Please refer to Figures 2-4.1a through 2-4.1c for information on 
project element phasing.  As past of this balanced transportation 
solution, many of the community enhancements and elements of 
the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail would be built within phase 
1 where feasible.  No rail components are proposed as part of 
the project.  Please note, however, that California Senate Bill 468 
requires concurrent completion of rail and highway improvements 
where crossing lagoons, unless phasing would result in an 
environmentally superior outcome.

Your interest in continued coordination is appreciated and is 
important to ultimate project success.
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Response to Kevin Mayer, Police Lieutenant, City of San 
Diego Police Department

Thank you for your comments.  These comments were submitted 
and received during the public review comment period for the 
I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and are outside the 
scope of that document.  While it is not anticipated that the I-5 NCC 
Project would generate additional demand for City police services, 
your comments are part of the public record.  A TMP would be 
developed to address construction-related impacts to emergency 
services.



REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.3-25

01
cont.



REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.3-26

01
cont.



REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.3-27

01

01

Response to Mehdi Rastakhiz, City of San Diego Public 
Utilities Department

Thank you for your comments.  These comments were submitted 
and received during the public review comment period for the 
I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and are outside the 
scope of that document.  Refinement of utility impacts is provided 
in this Final EIR/EIS, Section 3.5.  Coordination will take place with 
the appropriate utility agencies. 
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Responses to David Ott, City Manager, City of Solana Beach

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record, requesting City input on the design of local community 
enhancements.  As described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
Section 2.2.1.2, Regional and Community Enhancements Common 
to All Build Alternatives, proposed community enhancement 
features were developed in conjunction with local jurisdictions, 
including the City of Solana Beach.  These efforts would continue 
as part of the ongoing I-5 NCC Project design process, including 
the consideration of input from local jurisdictions.  Accordingly, your 
input on the design of the Ida Avenue Streetscape improvements 
and Solana Hills Drive pedestrian trailhead, including landscaping, 
traffic calming measures, and retaining walls, would be welcomed 
and appreciated.

The access point already exists at this trailhead.  Proposed 
improvements include the use of a part of Caltrans’ right-of-way 
to provide parking, a drop-off area, and trail facilities, including 
interpretive exhibits and native planting on disturbed surfaces.  
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Lighting would be street- and security-focused and would be 
shielded and directed away from sensitive habitat.

The parking area would be expected to provide off-street parking 
for individuals using vehicles to access the trailhead.  The other 
noted amenities would enrich the existing experience of trail users.  
Increased traffic along this public street to an existing trailhead is not 
expected to be substantial, and improved parking would minimize 
effects of visitors’ cars relative to residential parking.  As noted, 
lighting would be provided for safety, and it would be appropriately 
shielded to focus on the trailhead and not extend over habitat 
or into residential areas.  This is consistent with the information 
provided to Caltrans by the City and has been incorporated into 
this Final EIR/EIS. Caltrans would work closely with the City of 
Solana Beach during the design phase of the I-5 NCC Project.

With respect to your request to review and provide input on the 
proposed Solana Hills Drive pedestrian trailhead, please refer to 
the response to your Comment 01.

Your concerns regarding the location, design, capacity, and 
compatibility of the portion of the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail 
proposed within the City of Solana Beach are noted.  Caltrans met 
with the City regarding I-5 NC Bike Trail locations, and has reflected 
preliminary discussions on project graphics.  The portions of the 
facility that would be constructed as part of this project, however, 
would generally be located wholly within Caltrans’ right-of-way.  
Portions outside Caltrans’ right-of-way, such as along Valley 
Avenue and Stevens Avenue, would be implemented in the future 
pursuant to local jurisdiction specifications.  It should be noted that 
Caltrans is not proposing changes to the local street configuration.  
Caltrans would coordinate with the City of Solana Beach on any 
proposed work along Valley Avenue and Stevens Avenue.  Where 
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implemented, all improvements would be constructed consistent 
with standard design practices.

As discussed above in the response to your Comment 01, the 
I-5 NCC Project design process, including local community 
enhancements, is ongoing and would continue during the 
development of the final project design.  As part of that process, 
specific design details would be developed to reflect project goals 
and objectives as well as local community concerns and input.

As stated in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.1.2, inclusion 
of community enhancements for all build alternatives “…is 
dependent upon reaching a Maintenance Agreement with the 
affected city.”  The development of such agreements, including 
an agreement with the City of Solana Beach for the noted bike/
pedestrian trails, would occur as part of the ongoing I-5 NCC 
Project design and implementation process.

07

Regarding your concerns on the proposed use of an existing 
unpaved road in the City of Solana Beach to provide access to the 
I-5 NC Bike Trail (per Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4d,
now Final EIR/EIS Figure 2-3.4d), your stated willingness to allow 
shared use of this road is appreciated.  Pedestrian and bicycle 
activity would not be expected to adversely affect a subsurface 
pipeline.  Concerns related to the presence of existing sewer 
facilities within this roadway, as well as associated maintenance 
and liability issues for the proposed access, would be addressed 
through the ongoing design process and associated agreements 
described above in the responses to your Comments 01 and 05.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4c illustrated the proposed 
I-5 NC Bike Trail along the west side of I-5 in the vicinity of the San 
Dieguito Lagoon.  The associated text (page 3-9) noted that the 
proposed facility would provide a possible connection to the Coast 
to Crest Trail.  Specifically, the facility would connect to the Lagoon 
Trail and the trail at Race Track View Drive, shown on the Coast to 
Crest Trail maps on the San Dieguito River Valley Conservancy’s 
website: http://sdrvc.org/.
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08 The comment is correct that there is no proposal for a direct access 
ramp (DAR) at the Del Mar Fairgrounds.  Discussion of the rationale 
for the construction of a DAR at Manchester Avenue was provided 
in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.4.  As described, that 
location would provide access to coastal resources, Mira Costa 
College, town centers, and a major arterial paralleling the freeway.  
It is expected to have a high volume of traffic, with an average 
daily traffic (ADT) of approximately 6,400 vehicles by 2030, and 
would provide a logical location for future transit expansion.  As 
shown on Table 3.3 of Traffic Technical Report No. 6, Interchange 
Operations, at “existing” conditions as represented during the 
circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, I-5 ramps at Via de la Valle were 
operating at “under capacity” conditions, while those at Manchester 
Avenue were already “at capacity.”  Where the ramps are operating 
at a similar level of service, those at Via de la Valle are operating at 
slightly better levels of service than those at Manchester Avenue, 
and are carrying lower volumes of traffic.

Improvements at Via de la Valle would be expected to provide 
primary benefits during the intermittent and seasonal four weeks 
of the San Diego County Fair or the eight weeks of race track 
activity.  These events also usually require event access during 
generally non-peak hours.  The proposed location at Manchester 
Avenue, however, would provide year-round benefit for daily users 
as noted, and is a preferred location. 
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As lead agency under the California Environmental Quality 
Act and the National Environmental Policy Act, Caltrans finds 
that the environmental review process culminating in this Final 
EIR/EIS fulfills the informational and environmental protection 
goals of both acts.



REGIONAL AND LOCAL AGENCIES ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.3-33

01

02

01

02

Thank you for your comments regarding potential impacts from 
project-related widening of the I-5 freeway in the vicinity of San 
Dieguito Lagoon.  These are part of the public record.  Individual 
responses to your specific comments are provided below.

Project implementation would temporarily impact the Coast to 
Crest Trail under the freeway. Specifically, the two trail bridges 
extending over existing channels on both sides of the freeway 
would require demolition.  The existing channels would be 
backfilled and the associated flows would be conveyed in pipelines, 

Responses to Dick Bobertz, Executive Director, San Dieguito 
River Park Joint Powers Authority
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with the trail under the freeway to be lengthened to accommodate 
the widened San Dieguito River Bridge and connect to the trail 
east of, and parallel to, I-5.  Accordingly, build alternatives would 
not permanently impact the Coast to Crest trail east of I-5.  A 
connection to the proposed I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail (on the 
west side of I-5) to the existing trail is also proposed. 

With respect to your concerns on potential noise and visual effects 
to existing recreation and open space uses, these comments 
were submitted and received during the public review comment 
period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and are 
outside the scope of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of 
this appendix.  In addition, a Section 4(f) analysis was conducted 
as part of the EIR/EIS; the analysis is included as Appendix A.

The proposed I-5 NC Bike Trail is not intended to offset noise and 
visual impacts resulting from the proposed I-5 NCC Project.  Rather, 
it is intended to provide non-motorized community connections and 
more commute options, as well as provide safe routes to transit.  
Potential indirect impacts that could result from implementation 
of the I-5 NC Bike Trail in the vicinity of San Dieguito Lagoon 
are addressed on Table ES.12 and in Sections 3.17 through 
3.22 of this Final EIR/EIS.  As described in Section 3.21, long-
term noise studies at San Dieguito Lagoon identified the loudest 
existing noise level at 66 decibels hourly average (dBA eq), with a 
predicted increase of 2 dBA at the same location.  The proposed 
I-5 NC Bike Trail, with intermittent pedestrian and bike use, would 
not meaningfully affect noise levels at this location.  Nighttime 
effects are not anticipated.  Fishing from the bike trail would not be 
permitted and lighting would be focused on the trail bed.
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05 Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4c illustrated the proposed 
I-5 NC Bike Trail along the west side of I-5 in the vicinity of the 
San Dieguito Lagoon.  This bike trail is proposed to connect to 
the Lagoon Trail and the trail at Race Track View Drive, which are 
shown on the Coast to Crest Trail maps on the San Dieguito River 
Valley Conservancy’s website: http://sdrvc.org/.  Details would 
be developed in coordination with the Joint Powers Authority and 
the San Diego County Bicycle Coalition (SDCBC). To this end, 
information on the project was discussed with the SDCBC at a 
SANDAG Bicycle/Pedestrian Working Group meeting, and Caltrans 
met with the local bicycle committees in coastal North County to 
discuss the I-5 NC Bike Trail on November 15, 2012 (with the 
SDCBC also invited to this meeting). Every effort would be made 
to continue working with local bicycle groups to finalize design of 
the project connections with other local and regional bikeways at 
the appropriate time(s).  Current NC Bike Trail specifics are shown 
on Figures 2-3.4a through 2-3.4j of this Final EIR/EIS.

Regarding your stated support for the project approach to mitigating 
biological impacts, your comments are noted and appreciated.  With 
respect to your concerns on potential project impacts to the public 
open space and recreational setting at San Dieguito Lagoon, as 
well as the related trail experience and regional park quality, these 
comments were submitted and received during the public review 
comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/
EIS and are outside the scope of that document.  Responses to 
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of 
this appendix.  The incremental increase of this existing major 
transportation facility’s footprint within Caltrans right-of-way is not 
expected to substantially change the recreational experience or 
park quality of this 88,000-acre regional open space park.  Please 
refer to Appendix A of this Final EIR/EIS, as well as updated 
coordination with the JPA in Chapter 5 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), 
is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement 
measure that can be applied in accordance with federal policy.  
Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement types 
in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the long-term 
noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement.  Asphalt 
surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor being 
considered in wider applications beyond pilot studies.  In addition, 
asphalt has a lower life expectancy than concrete, so it would 
have to be repaired or replaced more often.  A conclusion has 
not been made about practicality and effectiveness, so this 
surfacing is not currently included in noise abatement measures.  
Information about the ongoing pavement research can be found 
on the Caltrans website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/
index.htm#2011catnap).  Please also note that, as described in 
the response to your Comment 04, noise levels in this vicinity are 
anticipated to increase by approximately 2 dBA (from 66 to 68 dBA)
as a result of proposed improvements.  Noise in excess of 70 dBA 
occurs over various amounts of wetland and upland habitats that 
either support, or have potential to support, special status bird 
species at coastal lagoons in the North Coast Corridor.  Although 
population numbers of sensitive avian species have undergone 
natural fluctuations over the years, these species continue to 
forage, nest, breed, and otherwise consistently occur within 
suitable habitat during the breeding season in areas subjected to 
a wide range of noise levels.  As a result, the projected increase in 
noise levels at San Dieguito Lagoon is not anticipated to adversely 
affect sensitive species in the vicinity.

While specific staging locations have not yet been identified due 
to the ongoing nature of the project design process, all staging 
locations would be located within the existing or proposed I-5 right-
of-way.  Accordingly, associated requirements for construction 
access would also be restricted to areas within the right-of-way.  
With respect to nighttime construction and related potential lighting 
effects near coastal lagoons, while some nighttime work potentially 
could occur, the majority of project-related construction in these 
locations would occur during the day.  Specifically, it is anticipated 
that nighttime construction activities would be associated primarily 
with activities that require lane closures.  Please also note that many 

07
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conservation measures are identified in Final EIR/EIS Appendix D, 
Environmental Commitments Record, to further avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate potential impacts related to nighttime construction 
work and related lighting, as appropriate, including:

•	 All native or sensitive habitats outside and adjacent to the 
permanent and temporary construction limits would be 
designated as Environmentally Sensitive Areas (ESAs) on 
project maps.  ESAs would be temporarily fenced during 
construction with orange plastic snow fence, orange 
silt fencing, or in areas of flowing water, with stakes and 
flagging.  No personnel, equipment, or debris would be 
allowed within the ESAs.

•	 If nighttime construction is necessary, all lighting used at 
night for project construction (e.g., staging areas, equipment 
storage sites, roadway) would be selectively placed and 
directed onto the roadway or construction site and away 
from sensitive habitats.  Light glare shields would be used 
to reduce the extent of illumination into sensitive habitats.

If the project is approved, Caltrans would provide contact 
information for coordination during construction so that any issues 
noted by JPA staff can be directly communicated and resolved. 
As indicated in your Comment 09, below, Caltrans staff has been 
proactive regarding meeting with JPA staff over the project’s 
design. Regarding your request for coordination on construction 
details, schedules, and activities within the regional park near the 
Coast to Crest Trail, this comment is noted.  

Your comments regarding recent interactions between Caltrans 
and JPA staff are noted and appreciated.  Caltrans staff anticipate 
continued coordination with JPA staff during final design. 
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Response to Olga Diaz, San Dieguito River Valley Regional 
Open Space Park Joint Powers Authority, JPA Board Chair 
and Escondido City Councilmember

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
The comments from the JPA that were submitted and received on 
October 15, 2012 during the public review comment period for the 
I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are also part of the 
public record.  Responses to those comments are provided herein 
(Appendix H, Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Public Comments and 
Responses, of this Final EIR/EIS).  Your comments regarding 
interactions between Caltrans and JPA staff are noted.  Your 
interest in continued coordination is both appreciated and important 
to ultimate project success.  
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Responses to Dennis E. Ridz, Chair, Torrey Pines Community 
Planning Board

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please refer to the responses to your individual comments below.
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These comments were submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Comments regarding site-specific air pollution are 
outside the scope of that document.  Responses to comments on 
the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  

Potential biological impacts associated with increased lighting 
and noise associated with widening of the bridge over the San 
Dieguito River were addressed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
Section 3.1.1.2, San Dieguito Lagoon and carried into Final 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 and 3.21.  As described, I-5 is currently 10 
lanes in width across the lagoon and, as such, nighttime lighting 
that could result in edge effects has largely occurred already.  The 
potential build alternatives would result in incremental increases to 
indirect effects already occurring and would be minimized through 
appropriate conservation measures, including directional lighting.

Long-term noise studies at San Dieguito Lagoon identified the 
loudest existing noise level at 66 decibels hourly average (dBA Leq),
with a predicted increase of 2 dBA at the same location.  Noise in 
excess of 70 dBA occurs over various amounts of wetland and 
upland habitats that either support, or have potential to support, 
special status bird species at coastal lagoons in the North Coast 
Corridor.  Although population numbers of sensitive avian species 
have undergone natural fluctuations over the years, these species 
continue to forage, nest, breed, and otherwise consistently 
occur within suitable habitat during the breeding season in areas 
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subjected to a wide range of noise levels.  As a result, the projected 
increase in noise levels at San Dieguito Lagoon is not anticipated 
to adversely affect sensitive species in the vicinity.

Potential impacts related to water quality were addressed in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3, Water Quality, and carried 
into this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.10.  As described, Caltrans is 
required to prepare and implement a Storm Water Management Plan 
(SWMP), the purpose of which is to protect and achieve water quality 
standards at all times.  The SWMP must ensure that pollutants in 
discharges from storm drain systems owned or operated by Caltrans 
are reduced to the “maximum extent practicable” and that pollutants in 
discharges from construction activities are reduced by employing Best 
Available Technology/Best Conventional Technology performance 
standards.  Storm water runoff from roadways and shoulders would 
drain into proposed approved “treatment” best management practice 
(BMP) facilities.  Approved “treatment” BMPs proposed as part of the 
I-5 NCC Project would provide treatment of runoff from both existing 
and proposed pavement areas within the project corridor.  If the 
project is approved and built, the percentage of I-5 treated hardscape 
would exceed the amount of new hardscape installed, resulting in an 
improvement over existing conditions.

These comments were submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Comments regarding traffic operations are outside the 
scope of that document.

Regional air quality considerations were addressed in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.1.5, Project Design Measures to Benefit 
Regional Air Quality.  As described, construction of the facilities 
would result in short-term air pollutant emissions.  In the long term, 
one of the key objectives of the I-5 NCC Project is to improve the 
efficient regional movement of people and goods, averting future 
conditions associated with substantial gridlock on the facility.  
Improvement of traffic flow, along with the provision of improved 
bike/pedestrian facilities as community enhancements, would 
improve regional air quality once in operation.  Please refer to 
Topical Response “Air Pollutants” and Section 3.14 of this Final 
EIR/EIS.
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The anticipated noise impacts to biological resources throughout 
the corridor generally would be similar to those described for San 
Dieguito Lagoon in the response to your Comment 02.  Other 
potential noise impacts are outside the scope of the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.

As stated in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.1.3.2, 
Consistency with California Senate Bill 468 and SANDAG RTP,
the Preferred Alternative would be consistent with the adopted 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP).  The RTP identifies five 
primary components, each identified as having “a unique yet 
interdependent role in creating a sustainable transportation system 
that…reduces greenhouse gases….”  Substantial discussion is 
provided in Section 4.6, Climate Change.  Please also refer to 
Topical Response “Climate Change.”

Please refer to the responses to your specific comments, below.
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These comments were submitted verbatim during the public review 
comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Draft EIR/EIS.  Responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of 
this appendix.

With regard to Del Mar Hills Elementary School, please note that, as 
described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.1.2, Regional 
and Community Enhancements Common to All Build Alternatives,
the design of the Del Mar Heights pedestrian overpass connection 
has been modified to connect to the proposed I-5 North Coast 
(NC) Bike Trail, rather than directly to the school, on the west.  
Please refer to the response to your Comment 03 regarding noise 
and air quality.
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Your description of the requirements of California Senate Bill 
(CA SB) 468 is consistent with the description contained in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.1.3.2, Consistency with 
California Senate Bill 468 and the SANDAG RTP.  The first Draft 
Public Works Plan/Transportation Resource and Enhancement 
Program (PWP/TREP) was made available for public review in 
2010.  This document was revised during project refinement and 
ongoing resource agency coordination since 2010, with a revised 
Draft PWP/TREP circulated for public review in March 2013 
and the Final PWP/TREP completed in fall 2013.  It will provide 
the necessary information for California Coastal Commission 
permitting if the project is approved.  Please refer to the responses 
to your specific comments, below.

The I-5 NC Bike Trail, as described in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Table 2.2.3 and Final EIR/EIS Table ES.12, is a regional 
enhancement that would provide non-motorized community 
connections and additional commute options, as well as providing 
safe routes to transit and coastal access.  It is not, however, 
intended to provide or support mass transit.

The I-5 NC Bike Trail is a new facility concept developed to 
support non-motorized travel and coastal access.  Although the 
project would incorporate those portions of the proposed bike 
trail that would be located within Caltrans’ right-of-way as part 
of project design and in order to be a good neighbor, this EIR/
EIS is focused on vehicular traffic improvements.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Multimodal System” for an overview of the 
breadth of improvements being pursued by agencies responsible 
for different transportation modes in order to alleviate North Coast 
Corridor transportation congestion.  Because the main purpose of 
the project is to provide roadway upgrades, this EIR/EIS focuses 

The I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS contained 
additional information that Caltrans and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) wished to make available for public 
review prior to the issuance of this Final EIR/EIS.  Responses to 
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of 
this appendix.
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on projecting the number of individuals that would use the highway 
after roadway improvements—as documented in project technical 
traffic reports and the San Diego Association of Governments’ 
(SANDAG’s) RTP projections.  The precise number of bike trail 
users is immaterial to the analyses. 

A benefit-cost estimate was not performed for the NC Bike Trail.  
Much of the proposed route already exists as surface streets in 
the cities along the I-5 North Coast Corridor.  The majority of new 
construction for the bike trail would be components of the highway 
and bridge construction that is proposed and are intended as 
trail connections over most of the lagoons in the corridor.  These 
connections are envisioned as community as well as regional 
connections that would offer people additional transportation 
choices.  Additionally, numerous studies suggest that by building 
infrastructure for bicycles and pedestrians, two main results  
occur: (1) more people commute by bicycle than did previously 
(Marshall and Garrick; Flusche; Pucher et al.), and (2) roadways 
are safer for all users when bicycling increases as a transportation 
mode (Marshall and Garrick).  A third benefit that has been tied 
to investment in bicycling infrastructure includes the reduction 
of health care costs in regions that have experienced increased 
investment in bicycle infrastructure and increased bicycle mode 
share.  Caltrans is required to include all modes of transportation 
in all phases of operations including planning, construction, and 
maintenance, under Deputy Directive 64-R1.  SANDAG requires 
non-motorized mode components to be included in all TransNet 
projects under Board Policy 31, Rule #21.  The NC Bike Trail is 
intended to provide additional transportation options for users of 
the North Coast Corridor and it is expected that the bicycle mode 
share should increase with the project.

CA SB 468 is not intended to eliminate project-specific California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) or National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) reviews; rather, it provides for integrated regulatory 
review by the California Coastal Commission.  State Route 
(SR-) 56 is an east-west route, and as such, its improvement 
has a separate need and purpose in terms of users served, as 
well as related potential environmental effects.  The I-5 NCC
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As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section S.1,
Introduction, additional detailed studies of lagoon hydrology were 
under way during the public review of the Draft EIR/EIS and were 
not completed until later in 2010, 2011, and 2012.  Additionally, a 
number of events have occurred since the July 2010 release of 
the Draft EIR/EIS that were applicable to the project, including the 
passage of CA SB 468 and issuance of the SANDAG 2050 RTP.  
These could not be included as they post-dated the 2010 Draft 
EIR/EIS.  The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS provided additional 
information related to these items for clarification, which has been 
incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate.

CEQA and NEPA do not require the consideration of pending legal 
challenges in environmental documents.  The project is identified 
within the 2010 Regional Transportation Improvement Program 
and is not solely dependent upon the 2050 RTP, as acknowledged 
within Section 3.1 of the Final EIR/EIS.

13

Project has independent utility—it does not require that the 
I-5 / SR-56 project be implemented, nor is the I-5 NCC Project
required because of the I-5 / SR-56 project.  Please also note 
that with regard to an overview of the two projects, I-5 / SR-56 
was included in Section 3.25 of the Draft EIR/EIS (and is retained 
in this Final EIR/EIS) as a cumulative project.  These projects, 
therefore, were appropriately independently evaluated under 
CEQA and NEPA.  Please note, however, that both projects—
along with other specified actions, including other roadway and rail 
upgrades—are incorporated into Chapter 4.0 of the PWP/TREP, 
giving an overview of benefits and impacts that could result.  This 
provides the regional big picture for the corridor.

The Torrey Pines Community Planning Board’s (TPCPB) opposition 
to the Del Mar Heights Pedestrian Overpass Connection is noted.  
The majority of this comment is verbatim from the letter provided 
on the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Section 4.0 of this appendix 
for responses to your comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.  As stated 
in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table S.1, Design Refinements 
Since Circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the overcrossing was 
refined to connect to the I-5 NC Bike Trail within Caltrans’ right-
of-way.  As originally proposed, the overpass connection would 
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cont.

have connected near an elementary school; however, this was 
revised based on several factors, including the TPCPB comment 
letter received on the Draft EIR/EIS (dated November 18, 2010).  
On October 23, 2012, Caltrans personnel met with representatives 
of the Del Mar Union School District to brief them about the 
proposed projects happening within the vicinity of their district 
(i.e., I-5 / SR-56 Interchange Project and I-5 Express Lanes).  In 
attendance were Holly McClurg (District superintendent), Cathy 
Birks (assistant superintendent), and Carrie Gammel (school 
principal).  During the course of the meeting, the superintendent 
and assistant superintendent expressed concern about pedestrian 
access around the Del Mar Heights Bridge area and were satisfied 
to know that the bridge was being replaced with one that is 
more pedestrian-friendly.  Caltrans personnel also discussed the 
possibility of constructing a separate pedestrian bridge just north 
of the Del Mar Heights Road overcrossing as well as a bike trail 
just east of the district’s property, and they were supportive of both 
improvements.  Arturo Jacobo (project manager) explained that 
the original alignment of the bridge, which would have tied into 
school grounds, had been revised and the bridge would now tie 
into the proposed NC Bike Trail.  

15
cont.
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16

These comments were submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and are outside the scope of that document.  Potential 
improvements to the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) heavy rail line were addressed in Chapter 3 of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS relative to the effect that proposed rail 
improvements might have on water flow in the lagoons if proposed 
I-5 improvements are implemented.  However, the planning of 
rail improvement location or design is not part of this EIR/EIS.  
That was addressed in the Los Angeles to San Diego, California 
(LOSSAN) Proposed Rail Corridor Improvements EIR/EIS (record 
of decision in 2009) and associated documents.
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16
cont.

17

18

19

Responses to the comments related to the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS contained in this letter are provided above.  The preference 
of the TPCPB for the No Build alternative is noted.  

As described in the response to your Comment 12, the I-5 / SR-56 
Interchange EIR is a stand-alone effort that does not need to be 
considered in conjunction with the I-5 NCC Project during project-
specific review.  Review periods of that project are unrelated to the 
EIR/EIS under discussion.
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22
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24
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27

Given the focused nature of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, the 
45-day public review period was considered adequate time to 
provide comments.

Please refer to the responses to your Comments 12 and 18 
regarding the independent nature of the I-5 NCC Project and 
I-5 / SR-56 Interchange Project.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 14 regarding legal 
action.

Please refer to Section 4.0 of this appendix for responses to your 
comments and questions on the I-5 NCC Project Draft EIR/EIS.

These comments were submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and are outside the scope of that document.  Responses to 
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of this 
appendix.  Please also refer to Topical Responses “Soundwalls,” 
“Air Pollutants,” and “Multimodal System.”

These comments were submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS and are outside the scope of that document.  
Although LOSSAN double-tracking is not the focus of this EIR/
EIS, please refer to the technical documents in the response to 
your Comment 16 as well as to the PWP/TREP.

A summary of data that were clarified from the Draft EIR/EIS is 
provided in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 1.3.2.1, Topics 
for Which Additional Information and Clarification is Provided,
including:  specifics of bridge design; common design features; 
lagoon health, fluvial and tidal influence; water quality; coastal 
wetland and upland restoration; biological mitigation; regional and 
community enhancement projects; phased construction; air quality 
conformity and sea level rise strategies.  This has also been 
addressed in Topical Response “Project Changes.”
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27

26 Please refer to the response to your Comment 12 regarding the 
appropriate nature of project-specific review of the I-5 NCC Project
and to the response to your Comment 16 regarding the document 
that appropriately provides oversight of multiple transportation 
improvement projects within the North Coast Corridor.

The Draft EIR/EIS, together with the information contained in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and associated responses to 
comments, which comprise this Final EIR/EIS, contain sufficient 
information to allow for meaningful evaluation and analysis in 
accordance with CEQA and NEPA.
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No substantive comments on the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS were 
received from elected officials during the public review period.
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Response to Rose Duro, Rincon Culture Committee Chair, 
Rincon Band of Luiseño Indians

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As noted in your comment, the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS does 
not contain a discussion regarding impacts to cultural resources.  A 
discussion of the cultural resources evaluation that was completed 
in compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act was 
provided in Section 3.8, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR/EIS 
for the project; the draft was released for public review on July 9, 
2010.  Please refer to Section 3.8 of the Final EIR/EIS which 
includes the use of Native American monitors during construction 
as an avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measure.  The 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, which is the subject of your letter, 
was prepared to confirm impacts and benefits to lagoons along 
the project corridor, based on detailed studies completed after the 
public release of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Responses to comments on 
the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.
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Response to Joseph Ontiveros, Soboba Cultural Resource 
Department, Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.    
Please refer to Section 3.8.4, Cultural Resources, Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, which include the use of 
Native American monitors during construction and required actions 
in the event of an inadvertent discovery.  
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Buena Vista Audubon Society

PO Box 480

Oceanside, CA 92049-0480

October 14, 2012

Shay Lynn Harrison, Chief

Environmental Analysis, Branch C

California Department of Transportation, District 11 4050 Taylor Street, MS 242

San Diego, CA 92110

SUBJECT: Comments on I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Supplemental DEIR/EIS

Dear Ms. Harrison:

The following are comments on the above I-5 project written on behalf of the Buena 
Vista Audubon Society, an environmental organization with 1,800 member households, 
predominately North County residents.  The Buena Vista Audubon Society concerns itself 
primarily with preservation of the Buena Vista Lagoon and wildlife dependent on it, as
well as watershed issues that impact the lagoon ecosystem.  The revised project evaluated 
in the Supplemental DEIR would add four new vehicle travel lanes to the existing I-5
freeway with associated structures, e.g., ramps, bridges, interchanges, sound walls, etc., 
to accommodate increased traffic volumes.  Bridge construction and related work for the 
I-5 Project would have significant temporary and long-term impacts on the Buena Vista 
Lagoon as described in the DEIR, and, as per the California Environmental Quality Act, 
these impacts are required to be mitigated.

The DEIR indicates that with regard to the Buena Vista Lagoon, the revised project will 
impact .81 acres of ACOE jurisdiction habitat, 1.14 acres of State wetland, and have 
shading impacts on an additional .48 acres of open water.  We understand that the 
widened channel bottom (105 ft.) and extended bridge length across the lagoon (197 ft. 
long and 336 ft. wide) is based on a channel optimization study and that the bridge design 
would accommodate tidal and fluvial flows under the bridge for any future restoration 
plan.  We agree that this is a good thing for the future health of the lagoon and that it 
would provide an “ecological lift” to the lagoon.  However, benefits of the expanded I-5
channel across the lagoon for enhancement of flows through the lagoon won’t be realized 
until there is implementation of a future large-scale Restoration Plan that opens up the 
lagoon to an unobstructed connection to the ocean and restores tidal flushing.

Responses to Joan Herskowitz, Co-Chair, Conservation 
Committee, Buena Vista Audubon Society

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Project-related direct impacts, as stated in your comment, 
are anticipated to total 1.14 acres of State wetland within the 
Buena Vista Lagoon.  This would be mitigated through acreage 
establishment at San Dieguito Lagoon, as well as participation 
in a large-scale lagoon ecosystem restoration and enhancement 
at either San Elijo Lagoon or Buena Vista Lagoon, which would 
provide significant ecological lift to the overall system.  Information 
in this Final EIR/EIS incorporates Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
information and provides additional detail related to mitigation 
type (establishment, restoration, preservation) and timing.  Final 
EIR/EIS Table 3.17.13 shows that coastal wetland establishment 
at San Dieguito Lagoon is anticipated to be initiated in fall 2016 
and meet success criteria by winter 2026.  It is acknowledged 
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that the restoration of the remainder of the lagoon is needed for 
hydraulic benefits.  The Resource Enhancement and Mitigation 
Program (REMP) Working Group will determine what large-scale 
lagoon restoration is funded.  Although final cost estimates are not 
yet available because the restoration planning efforts are still in 
progress, it is acknowledged that a large-scale lagoon restoration 
would be funded through the REMP.  The PWP/TREP states that 
REMP measures that contribute to large-scale lagoon restoration 
opportunities shall be considered a substantial mitigation element 
for all PWP/TREP impacts, given the resulting wide range of 
benefits to sensitive habitat for plant and wildlife species, water 
quality, flood control, groundwater recharge, and recreation.    
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03 With respect to advancing the bridge replacement at Buena Vista 
Lagoon to an earlier project phase to reduce associated impacts, 
your support for this potential design option is noted.  Although 
funding is currently unavailable, Caltrans will continue to pursue 
this option if the project is approved.

Your comments regarding the preferred restoration option for 
Buena Vista Lagoon are noted.  The restoration option will be 
selected by the REMP Working Group made up primarily of 
representatives from the resource agencies. 

02

03

04

In the meantime, mitigation for project impacts to the Buena Vista Lagoon should include 
the purchase of wetland habitat and buffer land connected to the lagoon in order to 
preserve this sensitive habitat.  A good candidate is a privately owned site that includes 
marshland adjoining the lagoon and adjacent uplands that would provide a lagoon buffer 
from the intensive commercial development on Highway 101 north of the site. This 
particular site is the McCutcheon property ( APN# 155-034-15-00, 155-034-16-00, 155-
034-17-00) located on the west side of Highway 101, across the road from the Buena 
Vista Lagoon Nature Center in Oceanside.  Although undeveloped now, it could be 
developed at any time with residential or commercial development which would have a 
significant negative impact on the lagoon environment.  Preservation of this site would 
help to compensate for the direct impacts of the I-5 project.

Unfortunately, the DEIR does not list any mitigation site at the Buena Vista Lagoon or in 
its watershed, although project mitigation sites have been purchased or are proposed in 
five of the six lagoon watersheds that the I-5 traverses.  The DEIR states that corridor-
wide mitigation will achieve the No Net Loss requirement for mitigation.  However, we 
believe that impacts to the natural habitat and wildlife at Buena Vista Lagoon should be 
mitigated to benefit the environment of the Buena Vista Lagoon.   Although the North 
County lagoons are regionally important because of their combined location on the 
Pacific Flyway, each lagoon is unique and every effort should be made to preserve the 
integrity of each.  Therefore, we would like you to consider site mitigation mentioned 
above for impacts to the Buena Vista Lagoon.  With regard to phasing of bridge structures 
at the Buena Vista Lagoon, we support an option under consideration, depending on the 
availability of funding, which would reduce wetland impacts by advancing construction 
of the bridge to an early phase.

As indicated in the DEIR, in addition to establishing/restoring habitat for compensatory 
mitigation, the Resource Enhancement Program projects would provide funds and 
facilitate large-scale restoration plans at the San Elijo Lagoon and Buena Vista Lagoon.  
The Buena Vista Audubon Society strongly supports Buena Vista Lagoon restoration that 
returns the lagoon to a tidal estuary and salt marsh, as early studies and analyses indicate 
that this is the preferred alternative.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  If you have any questions, I can be reached 
at (760) 942-5167 or jmherskowitz@yahoo.com .

Sincerely,

Joan Herskowitz

Co-Chair, Conservation Committee

Buena Vista Audubon Society

02 The primary goal of the REMP is to identify the package of natural 
resource establishment and enhancement opportunities that would 
mitigate potential resource impacts caused by implementation of 
the North Coast Corridor mobility and community enhancement 
projects.  Another REMP goal is to promote a large-scale, 
systems-approach to resource enhancement to maximize 
the benefit to the region.  As described in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2, Compensatory Mitigation (and Final 
EIR/EIS Section 3.17, Natural Communities), the resource 
enhancement package for the PWP/TREP identifies regionally 
significant mitigation, including the creation of new habitat, 
restoration of San Elijo Lagoon or Buena Vista Lagoon, 
establishment of endowments for lagoon mouth maintenance, and 
preservation of important parcels of open space.  In recognition of 
the constrained nature of the North Coast Corridor, Caltrans has 
worked closely with the resource agencies in development of the 
REMP to select and prioritize mitigation opportunities such that 
the greatest benefit is realized for the corridor as a whole.

The bridge lengthening and funding for the comprehensive 
restoration of Buena Vista Lagoon are anticipated to provide 
substantial benefits to the lagoon.  While your suggestion of the 
McCutcheon property as a potential mitigation site is appreciated, 
the proposed mitigation package, based on coordination with 
the resource agencies, was identified as providing the greatest 
potential benefit.
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BUENA VISTA LAGOON FOUNDATION IS A NON-PROFIT CALIFORNIA CORPORATION (501c3) 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
October 10, 2012 
 
Shay Lynn Harrison 
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
Caltrans, District 11 
4050 Taylor Street 
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242 
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
Re: I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS 
 
Dear Ms. Harrison: 
The Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation (BVLF) has been the volunteer steward for protection and 
enhancement of this Lagoon since its incorporation in 1981.  The Foundation has initiated many, 
and been directly involved with most, of the environmental, scientific, engineering, and political 
analyses concerning Buena Vista Lagoon. 
 
BVLF is critical of the I-5/SR78 Interchange Preliminary Engineering “Fluvial Hydraulics and 
Residence Time Analysis” Final Report dated May 2012.  The “Background” discussion notes a 
white paper prepared by the Resource Agency Group which outlined their concerns and provided 
guidance on the analyses needed to address those concerns.  Caltrans did not want to do all of 
the analyses at this time and wished to minimize expenditures so a compromise approach was 
developed to address the concerns of the RAG.   
 
Any concerns as previously noted by the public, critical private landowners, and the BVLF were 
not discussed and were apparently not included in the scope of the Report.  The result does not 
address actual conditions and does not achieve its stated purpose “…to provide guidance for 
Caltrans to be used in the design of the three bridge structures….that cross Buena Vista Lagoon.” 
 
All of the alternative discussions note the existing Weir near the outlet of the Lagoon and 
proceed with a mistaken assumption that the Weir is the barrier between fresh lagoon water 
and salt ocean waters.  Previous surveys and studies have shown that the actual physical barrier 
between salt and fresh water is the sand “berm” naturally deposited along the beach.  This 
barrier is regularly lowered by the City of Oceanside street maintenance crew to prevent 
flooding of Coast Highway.  The Lagoon water is then discharged until it reaches the Weir 

BUENA VISTA LAGOON FOUNDATION 
PO BOX 4516 

Carlsbad, California 92018 
760.727.3866 

wootland@cox.net 

Regg V. Antle MD, President 
Ronald W. Wootton PLS, Executive Director 

 

BUENA VISTA LAGOON FOUNDATION IS A NON-PROFIT CALIFORNIA CORPORATION (501c3) 

COMPANY NAME 
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02

Responses to Ronald W. Wottoon PLS, Executive Director, 
Buena Vista Lagoon Foundation

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  The resource agencies have concurred with the study 
of hydraulics used to determine an appropriate bridge length.  
The length identified would accommodate a reasonable range 
of restoration options being considered as part of the ongoing 
restoration planning for Buena Vista Lagoon.  If plans are refined in 
the future, the bridge design proposed for construction across the 
lagoon would be anticipated to accommodate the difference.  The 
hydraulics study addressed a reasonable range of alternatives for 
flow through the lagoon relative to I-5 NCC Project design.

The discussion of the weir has been clarified in the Buena Vista 
Lagoon discussion of impediments to flow between fresh lagoon 
and salt ocean waters under the topic “Lagoon Bridge Optimization 
Studies” in Section 3.9.2 of the Final EIR/EIS.  
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BUENA VISTA LAGOON FOUNDATION IS A NON-PROFIT CALIFORNIA CORPORATION (501c3) 

 

elevation which controls only the Minimum water surface of the Lagoon.  The sand berm is 
quickly restored to its full height by natural causes and the Lagoon water level begins to rise 
again submerging the Weir. 
 
The Saltwater Alternatives both require substantial excavation of the Lagoon basins and 
replacement of all current crossings in a configuration allowing daily tidal exchange.  The tidal 
inlet/outlet configurations (jetties vs. wider channel) and quantity of flow seem to be the 
primary differences.  Neither of these scenarios discusses the natural sand deposit which could 
effectively block either channel design.  Neither discusses the maintenance requirements or 
the effect on the bridges due to the potential damming of the outlet channel. 
 
The Fresh Water Alternatives both include the erroneous assumption that “...the invert elevation 
of the Weir would be raised by the projected value of sea level rise in order to keep ocean water from 
entering the Lagoon.”  The Weir does not “keep ocean water from entering the Lagoon” it does 
keep Lagoon water from discharging to an elevation below the Weir invert.  The natural sand 
berm keeps ocean water from entering the Lagoon and may rise along with the sea level rise.  
Changing conditions due to sea level rise, if any, for sand deposition by ocean action are not 
mentioned or included in any analysis. 
 
Fluvial Hydraulics Methodologies are discussed beginning at page 3.1 of the Report.  The HEC-
RAS model is capable of simulating flow conditions through Buena Vista Lagoon if the model 
inputs include all of the existing conditions.   
 
Section 3.5 discusses the As-Built Hydraulic Connections.  The Coast Highway culvert is 
described as a small bridge in the following analyses but in fact is both a culvert and an 
additional weir at an elevation of 9-10’ NGVD.  The Coast Highway weir effect does not seem to 
be discussed or analyzed in the report although the discussion mentions plural weirs. 
 
Notably the discussion of the Weir is accurate.  “The existing weir, which was built in 1972, 
controls the minimum water levels within the Lagoon at 5.6 NGVD.”  The additional hydraulic 
connection which is missing in the analyses is the sand berm (dam) at around 12 NGVD.   
 
Section 4.1 notes the hydraulic connections were modeled as existing conditions in the initial 
model.  The results “..showed that flood flow was restricted at the bridge connections for the as-built 
conditions with water backing up in the upstream area.”  There is no further discussion of the 
Lagoon function as multiple Detention Basins which would change both the existing 100 yr. water 
surface elevations and substantially change the quantity of flow at the ocean outlet. 
 
The comments above also address the validity of the various technical analyses.  The discussion 
of minor storm modeling in particular should include some analysis of the outlet condition being 
at least temporarily at elevation 12 rather than 5.6.  None of the bridge models seem to include 
a scour analysis due to increased velocity at the bridge openings.   
 

02
cont.

03

04
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The importance of the tidal exchange was discussed in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.1.2.3, Buena Vista 
Lagoon, under the heading Hydrology/Hydraulics.  Restoration 
maintenance and monitoring details would be developed as part 
of the lagoon restoration plan.

The noted assumptions were incorporated into modeling for the 
lagoon and were reviewed by the resource agencies.  Both Caltrans 
and the resource agencies recognize that additional planning would 
be necessary for the restoration of Buena Vista Lagoon.  

Your comment regarding the capabilities of the HEC-RAS model 
is noted.  The existing information was compiled as part of the 
Buena Vista Lagoon Restoration Plan.  The same firm that is 
preparing the Restoration Plan completed the fluvial modeling for 
the lagoon.

The firm that has previously conducted modeling for the Buena 
Vista Lagoon Foundation has all the existing data.  While the “Coast 
Highway culvert” is referred to as a bridge in the Section 3.5 tables 
for the sake of simplicity, it is stated elsewhere in the analysis that 
the structure is actually a culvert.

Your comments regarding the weir and sand berm are noted.  
Please also refer to the response to your Comment 02.  The 
clarification includes the information that the elevation (NGVD) of 
the berm is subject to change with tidal and wave action.

The cited text from Section 4.1, Overview, of the I-5 / SR-78
Interchange Preliminary Engineering I-5 Bridge Study at Buena 
Vista Lagoon, Fluvial Hydraulics and Residence Time Analysis, 
actually states:  “Initially, the hydraulic connections (e.g., bridges) 
were modeled as as-built conditions....The HEC-RAS results 
showed that flood flow was restricted at the bridge connections 
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for the as-built conditions with water backing up in the upstream 
area” (emphasis added).  The associated analysis also includes 
a discussion of the existing conditions and the need for changes 
in the bridge connections to allow more flow through the system.  

The purpose of the referenced study was to optimize I-5 and 
railroad bridge crossings to accommodate a range of alternatives.  
Detailed restoration analysis would be completed in the future as 
part of the restoration planning.

For the purposes of the cited studies, both statements are equally 
true.  The purpose of the studies  was to identify an optimal 
channel width and bridge design for I-5 based on currently 
available information that would not drive ultimate choice of the 
restoration scenario selected and that would allow the I-5 NCC 
Project to move forward.

This document was prepared for the I-5 NCC Project, and the 
associated bridge design modeling assumes future restoration 
efforts.  To avoid downstream flood increases if restoration does 
not occur prior to I-5 bridge construction, fill may be left within the 
extended bridge footprint until the restoration is under way.

Your comment regarding the adequacy of the hydraulics report is 
noted.  As stated in the response to your Comment 01, however, 
the resource agencies were satisfied that the report was sufficient 
for the channel design in Buena Vista Lagoon at this time; the 
agencies also supported a bridge design that would allow any of 
the restoration scenarios currently under consideration.

Your willingness to provide assistance and coordinate with 
Caltrans on this matter is appreciated.
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San Diego Chapter of the California Native Plant Society 
P O Box 121390 

San Diego CA 92112-1390 
info@cnpssd.org | www.cnpssd.org 

 
Shay Lynn Harrison, Environmental Analysis Branch Chief  
CA Department of Transportation – District 11  
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242  
4050 Taylor Street  
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
Dear Ms. Harrison: 

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/ Environmental Impact Statement (“report”) on the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor 
Project (“Project”).  The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) works to protect California's 
native plant heritage and preserve it for future generations. CNPS promotes sound plant science 
as the backbone of effective natural areas protection. We work closely with decision-makers, 
scientists, and local planners to advocate for well informed and environmentally friendly 
policies, regulations, and land management practices.   

That said, there are numerous, substantial problems with the EIR/EIS as a whole, and this 
supplemental EIR does nothing to fix them.  Indeed, by using a different standard model (the 8+4 
lane model, where the original used the 10+4 lane model in all its maps), this report has added 
issues to the whole project, rather than fixed anything.  As we reported before, within the EIR/S 
as a whole, there are problems with the age of surveys, the mapping of the project, with the 
species covered, and with the mitigation proposed.  We are repeating these issues in the hope that 
they can be addressed before anyone attempts to issue a final EIR/S on this project. 

In our opinion, the report does not meet the standards of CEQA for proper documentation of 
the project’s impacts.  Pursuing any project alternatives other than the no-build alternative would 
likely result in the unmitigated take of federally and state listed plant species, along with the 
unmitigated take of state sensitive species. 

 
Problems with survey age and relevance 
Our understanding of CEQA is that surveys have to have been performed within 5 years of 

the project date in order to be relevant.  Unfortunately, according to Appendix C, the most recent 
rare plant mapping was performed in 2005.  The botanical portion of this report is therefore out 
of date, and as we note below, it is also massively incomplete.  Therefore, this report does not 
fulfill the fundamental mandate for CEQA or NEPA, which is describing the project site as it 
currently exists.  This was true for the original draft, and it has not been fixed by this 
supplement. 
 
Problems with Mapping 

The original draft EIR maps covered only one alternative, the "10+4 buffer" configuration.  
The Supplemental maps use what was called the "preferred 8+4 buffer" configuration.  

Responses to Frank Landis, PhD, Conservation Chair, 
California Native Plant Society, San Diego Chapter

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS and receipt 
of comments, the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative was identified as 
the locally preferred alternative and, therefore, was the subject 
of analysis in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  That alternative 
also is identified as the Preferred Alternative in this Final 
EIR/EIS and is the smallest of the build alternatives presented in the 
EIR/EIS.  Because the 10+4 alternative illustrated in the Draft 
EIR/EIS represented the largest permanent impact, impacts 
associated with the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative would be 
reduced.  As noted in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section S.5,
Identification of the Locally Preferred Alternative, the refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative would result in the least number of or lowest 
impacts of all the build alternatives for, among other things, 
sensitive species’ critical habitat, permanent effects to sensitive 
upland habitats and sensitive wetland habitats, permanent effects 
to jurisdictional waters, and sensitive individual plants. Individual 
responses to your specific comments are provided below.

The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS fulfills requirements of both the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).  Mitigation for impacts to 
sensitive species is required and Caltrans is proposing adequate 
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Therefore, the maps do not agree, as this supplement uses a different mapping scheme than the 
original draft it supplements.  Worse, there appears to be no overall map of the "8+4 buffer" 
associated with this supplemental.  All the maps are piecemeal, and there is no attempt to knit 
them together into a comprehensive overview of this preferred alternative.  

In commenting on the original draft EIR, we noted that the dearth of maps of alternatives was 
inadequate, because the alternatives would result in different impacts.  In this case, we have an 
alternative that was not properly mapped in the original draft, lack of consideration of any other 
alternative, and lack of any way to determine whether the report properly documents the impacts 
associated with this project.  Therefore, this report does not fulfill the fundamental mandate for 
CEQA or NEPA, which is describing the project site as it currently exists.  This was true for the 
original draft, and it has not been fixed by this supplement. 

 
Problems with species covered 
Based upon the lack of a flora list or any survey data, the project area was not surveyed for 

this report, contrary to CEQA guidelines and good practice, and as noted above, the last relevant 
survey was conducted in 2005. 

Because of the lack of proper surveys, botanists associated with CNPS conducted their own 
CNDDB searches for all sensitive plant species within 500 feet of the proposed project, plus a 
few other species likely to occur within a half-mile, and our results are appended to this letter.  
However, the coastal strip impacted by this project is widely known to contain a plethora of 
sensitive, rare, and endangered plant species, led by the world-famous Torrey pine (Pinus 
Torreyana).  Our findings indicate how inadequate the report is, because the report misses more 
than half the species known or thought to occur within 500 feet of the project: 

 The report fails to discuss the status of the state endangered Dudleya brevifolia and the 
state threatened Hazardia orcuttii within the project area. 

 The original EIR/S discusses only 40 percent of the 25 California Rare Plant List 1B 
species within the project area, 43 percent of the 7 California Rare Plant List 2 species 
with in the area, and none of the 8 California Rare Plant List 4 species within the project 
area.  

 Because many of the species are annuals, numbers are impossible to calculate, because 
the plants have not germinated yet.  This report and the original EIR/S do not list 
locations for annuals, so there is no possibility of using simple mitigations, such as 
fencing off patches. 

In our opinion, the botanical surveys described in this report are grossly inadequate.  While 
these short-comings were first pointed in out in 2010 and were readily fixable by up-to-date 
surveys, there has been no attempt to fix this flaw.  Therefore, this report does not fulfill the 
fundamental mandate for CEQA or NEPA, which is describing the project site as it currently 
exists.  This was true for the original draft, and it has not been fixed by this supplement. 
 
Problems with Proposed Mitigations 

The current report does nothing to deal with the grossly inadequate mitigation proposed in 
the original draft EIR/S.  There has been no attempt to find a workable alternative to the 
unworkable salvage of adult plants such as the Del Mar manzanita (Arctostaphylos glandulosa 

minimization and mitigation to reduce impacts below CEQA 
significance.  The framework for the mitigation package for the 
project was finalized with the resource agencies subsequent to the 
publication of the Draft EIR/EIS; the program is fully addressed in 
this Final EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Appendix D, the Environmental 
Commitments Record, which details the commitments by Caltrans 
to mitigate for impacts to sensitive species. 

Regarding your concerns on the age of surveys, CEQA does not 
have any guidance on how long surveys are valid, and there is 
no five-year restriction that deems a survey relevant.  “Existing 
conditions” are set under CEQA at issuance of the Notice of 
Preparation of the environmental document, with revisions to 
that standard generally required only if on-the-ground resources 
have substantially changed.  The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
was prepared to confirm impacts and benefits to lagoons along 
the project corridor, based on detailed studies completed after 
the public release of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Impacts to sensitive plant 
populations are outside the scope of the Supplemental Draft EIR/
EIS.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed 
in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Caltrans is working closely with 
the wildlife resource agencies and additional surveys have not 
been requested at this time.  The project is conditioned for pre-
construction surveys in areas where sensitive species are known 
and for each phase of project construction to confirm impact 
assessment that may change over the long project timeline. 

With regard to overall project analyses, this comment was 
provided during public review of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer 
to the response to the CNPS Comment 02 in Section 4.6 of this 
appendix.  The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was focused on the 
analysis of impacts at the lagoons based on updated studies and 
bridge planning; therefore, the graphics also were focused on the 
lagoons.  The figures contained in this Final EIR/EIS have been 
updated to reflect the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative along the 
entire corridor (Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 1 through 67).  Thus, the 
information presented is appropriate to allow informed decisions 
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ssp. crassifolia), which in our extensive experience always dies on transplant, and the idea that 
the proponents will use a "native plant palette" misses the unique character of the area which the 
project will impact, and threatens to introduce plants that are not locally native (such as the 
hybrid Eriogonum used widely) thereby contaminating the local gene pool of native plants.  
Worse, because there are no up-to-date surveys for rare plants, there are no useful plants to 
mitigate for impacts on them.  Finally, there is no provision for long-term monitoring of any 
mitigation sites to determine their success, nor is there any provision for redoing failed 
mitigation measures. 

That is not the end of the problems.  There appears to be only one construction monitor, and 
this individual would not have the ability to stop work if any rare plants were impacted.  This is 
inadequate to prevent take of listed, rare, or sensitive species. Worse, there is no concept of 
returning sensitive or listed species as part of restoring the site, so whatever happens, they will be 
removed from this part of their limited range.  This is also unacceptable. 

CALTRANS must work with USFWS and CDFG to create a workable mitigation that does 
not result in take.  The detailed mitigation and monitoring plan must be in place prior to the start 
of construction.  As this report stands, it does not fulfill the fundamental mandate for CEQA or 
NEPA, which is describing the project site as it currently exists.  This was true for the original 
draft, and it has not been fixed by this supplement. 

In summary, the botanical section of this report is grossly inadequate to make any 
determination of which alternative is best.  Proper, thorough surveys still need to be performed 
before any decision is made on this project, and proper mitigation plans need to be in place prior 
to the start of construction.  At present CNPS supports the no project alternative, simply because 
the project presented here will result in the take of rare, threatened, and endangered plant species.  
As this report stands, it does not fulfill the fundamental mandate for CEQA or NEPA, which is 
describing the project site as it currently exists.  This was true for the original draft, and it has not 
been fixed by this supplement. 

Thank you for consideration of our comments.  
 

Sincerely, 

 
 
Frank Landis, PhD (Botany) 
Conservation Chair 
California Native Plant Society, San Diego 
Chapter 
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about anticipated project impacts.  It also should be noted that 
mitigation would reflect pre-construction surveys in areas where 
sensitive species are known, as well as related requirements from 
applicable resource agencies.

As noted in the response to your Comment 03, discussion of 
impacts to and mitigation for sensitive plant species is outside 
the scope of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to 
Section 4.0 of this appendix for responses to your comments on 
the Draft EIR/EIS.  Del Mar manzanita was specifically addressed 
in the response to CNPS Comment 08.  Please also note that the 
Draft North Coast Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program’s (PWP/TREP’s) Resource Enhancement 
and Mitigation Program (REMP), referred to as the Resource 
Enhancement Program (REP) in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, 
has been developed in coordination with the wildlife agencies and 
various North Coast Corridor natural resource stakeholders.  The 
Biological Opinion identified requirements for Del Mar manzanita 
mitigation.

Long-term monitoring and management would be ensured on 
each mitigation site.  Monitoring requirements for each REMP 
mitigation project would be conducted according to final habitat 
management plans (HMPs) and/or restoration plans.  In addition, 
the PWP/TREP Implementation Plan includes a monitoring and 
reporting program to provide a yearly assessment and summary 
of information and updates to the Implementation Framework 
to document completed mitigation requirements.  Maintenance 
activities necessary for individual mitigation projects would also be 
identified during this process, and the HMPs would further define 

Regarding the adequacy of floral surveys and databases used 
for the project botanical evaluation, please refer to the responses 
to your Comment 03 above, as well as the responses to your 
Comments 03, 04, 06, and 07 provided during public review of the 
Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Table 1. POTENTIAL LISTED AND CRP LIST 1B PLANTS  WITHIN 500 FT OF THE I-5: GENESEE TO CAMP PENDLETON.   
X = potential; EO = CNDDB record 

Species 
State/ 
Fed 

Status 
CRP 
Rank 

Genesee 
Road to 
Carmel 

Valley Rd 

Carmel 
Valley Rd to 

Del Mar 
Heights Rd 

Del Mar 
Heights 
Rd to 
Via de 
la Valle 

Rd. 

Via de la 
Valle Rd. to 
Manchester 

Rd. 

Manchester 
Rd. to 

Encinitas 
Blvd. 

Encinitas 
Blvd. to 
La Costa 

Ave. 

La Costa 
Ave. to 

Palomar 
Airport 

Rd. 

Palomar 
Airport Rd. 

to SR 78 

SR 78 
to 

Camp 
Pendlet

on 

Arctostaphylos glandulosa ssp. crassifolia FE 1B.1 X EO 22 
(2006)a 

EO 22 
(2006)a 

X X X X     

Atriplex coulteri   1B.2 X X X X X X X X X 
Atriplex pacifica   1B.1 X   X       X   X 
Baccharis vanessae SE/FT 1B.1 X       X X       
Centromadia parryii ssp. australis   1B.1 X   EO 1 

(1997), 
EO 71 
(2004)b 

X     X X X 

Centromadia pungens ssp. laevis   1B.1                 EO 58 
(1897) 

Chaenactis glabruiscula ssp. orcuttiana   1B.1               EO 14 
(1941) 

  

Chorizanthe orcuttiana   1B.1     X   X         
Chorizanthe polygonoides var.  longispina   1B.1 X X X X X         

Comarostaphylis diversifolia  ssp. diversifolia   1B.2 X X X X X X       

Corethrogyne filaginifolia var. linifolia   1B.1   EO 5 (1992)a X EO 2 (1985) EO 14 
(1992) 

EO 15 
(1992), 
EO 32 
(2001) 

      

Dudleya blochmaniae ssp. blochmaniae   1B.1                 EO 31 
(2001) 

Dudleya brevifolia SE 1B.1     EO 6 
(1983)c 

            

Dudleya viscida   1B                 EO 1 
(1979) 

Erysimum ammophilum   1B.2 EO 18 
(2001?) 

      EO 24 
(1994) 

        

Hazardia orcuttii ST 1B.1         X         
Heterotheca sessiliflora ssp. sessiliflora   1B.1   X EO 11 

(1999) 
EO 13 
(2003) 

          

Isocoma menziesii var. decumbens   1B.2 X X X X EO 6 
(1986?) 

EO 6 
(1986?) 

      

Lasthenia glabrata ssp. coulteri   1B.1 EO 37 
(1969?), 
EO 65d 

  EO 36 
(1982?) 

  EO 62 
(1894)e 

EO 62 
(1894)e 

EO 42 
(1994?) 

    

 

the long-term management responsibilities to maintain coastal 
resources established through the REMP mitigation projects.  A 
Long-Term Monitoring Plan must be finalized for each mitigation site 
prior to credit release as stated in the REMP.  Also, a non-wasting 
endowment would be provided for long-term maintenance of each 
site. If a site develops a fatal flaw that cannot be corrected on site, 
the San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) and/or 
Caltrans will identify and implement mitigation at another location.  
The results and assessment of each mitigation site, including 
supporting documentation, will be completed in consultation with 
persons and agencies interested in, with jurisdiction over, and/or 
affected by the proposed development, including consultations 
with federal and State resource agencies (such as the United 
States Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife [previously California Department of Fish and Game], 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, etc.). 

The issue of the monitor responsibility and number was addressed 
in the response to CNPS Comment 12 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
Please also refer to the responses to your Comments 02 and 03 
of this letter.

Please refer to the response to your Comment 02 of this letter 
as well as to the response to CNPS Comment 11 on the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  The mitigation package for the project was finalized with 
the resource agencies subsequent to the publication of the Draft 
EIR/EIS and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  

Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  The EIR/EIS 
documents fulfill requirements of both CEQA and NEPA.  Please 
also refer to the responses to your comments, above.
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Table 1 (continued)             

Species In 
EIR 

State/ 
Fed 

Status 
CRP 
Rank 

Genesee 
Road to 
Carmel 

Valley Rd 

Carmel 
Valley Rd to 

Del Mar 
Heights Rd 

Del Mar 
Heights 
Rd to 
Via de 
la Valle 

Rd. 

Via de la 
Valle Rd. to 
Manchester 

Rd. 

Manchester 
Rd. to 

Encinitas 
Blvd. 

Encinitas 
Blvd. to 
La Costa 

Ave. 

La Costa 
Ave. to 

Palomar 
Airport 

Rd. 

Palomar 
Airport Rd. 

to SR 78 

SR 78 
to 

Camp 
Pendlet

on 

             
Lepidium virgirnicum var. robinsonii     1B.2 X X X X X X X X X 
Lotus nuttalianus     1B.1                 EO 13 

(2001) 
Nemacaulis denudata var. denudataf     1B.2       EO 13 

(1994?) 
          

Pinus torreyana ssp. torreyana Y   1B.1 X X X             
Quercus dumosa Y   1B.1 EO 15 

(1994?) 
X X X X   X   X 

Suaeda esteroa Y   1B.2   X EO 7       X X   

             a:  Much of population extirpated today and found only in patchy natural habitat. 
b:  Portions of population impacted by San Dieguito Restoration project, current status uncertain. 
c:  Population extirpated by development in 1983, probably just beyond 500 ft from I-5; should still be considered in surveys within the area. 
d: "Sorrento Slough" given as locality by Reiser (2001), probably the same as EO 37. 
e:  Based on old, vague locality, probably from Batiquitos Lagoon or San Elijo Lagoon areas 
f:  several locations for Nemacaulis denudata and at least one for Leptosyne maritima (EO 24) have been excluded because they are likely to be associated with beaches or sea bluffs right along the ocean even 
though their one mile circles intercept the I-5.  Additionlly, a population of Eryngium aristulatum var. parishii (EO 3) at Oceanside has been excluded for clear lack of habitat anywhere near the I-5. 

 compiled by Fred Roberts October 2010 
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Table 2. POTENTIAL SENSITIVE PLANTS  WITHIN 500 FT OF THE I-5: GENESEE TO CAMP PENDLETON 
X = potential; EO = CNDDB record 

          
            

Species In 
EIR 

CRP 
Rank 

Genesee Road 
to Carmel 
Valley Rd 

Carmel Valley 
Rd to Del Mar 

Heights Rd 

Del Mar 
Heights Rd 
to Via de la 
Valle Rd. 

Via de la 
Valle Rd. to 
Manchester 

Rd. 

Manchester 
Rd. to 

Encinitas 
Blvd. 

Encinitas 
Blvd. to La 
Costa Ave. 

La Costa 
Ave. to 

Palomar 
Airport Rd. 

Palomar 
Airport Rd. to 

SR 78 
SR 78 to Camp 

Pendleton 

Adolphia californica Y 2.1 EO 92  (1936)  X X X           
Ceanothus verrucosus   2.2 X EO 19 (1993) EO 19 

(1993) 
EO 21 
(1996)a 

EO 28 
(1993), EO 
29 (1934), 

EO 30 
(1993) 

X X X X 

Euphorbia misera   2.2               EO 17 (1992)   
Ferocactus viridescens Y 2.1 X EO 27               
Iva hayesiana   2.2 EO 69  (1923)           EO 71 

(2005) 
    

Leptosyne (Coreopsis) 
maritimaf 

Y 2.2 X X X   EO 20 
(1986) 

        

Senecio aphanactis   2.2 X X X X X X X X X 

            a:  Much of population extirpated today and found only in patchy natural habitat. 
       

            compiled by Fred Roberts October 2010 
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Table 3. POTENTIAL SENSITIVE PLANTS  WITHIN 500 FT OF THE I-5: GENESEE TO CAMP PENDLETON (NONE ARE IN EIR/EIS)
X = potential; EO = CNDDB record 

         
           

Species CRP 
Rank 

Genesee 
Road to 

Carmel Valley 
Rd 

Carmel Valley 
Rd to Del Mar 

Heights Rd 

Del Mar 
Heights Rd 
to Via de la 
Valle Rd. 

Via de la 
Valle Rd. to 
Manchester 

Rd. 

Manchester 
Rd. to 

Encinitas 
Blvd. 

Encinitas 
Blvd. to La 
Costa Ave. 

La Costa 
Ave. to 

Palomar 
Airport Rd. 

Palomar 
Airport Rd. to 

SR 78 
SR 78 to Camp 

Pendleton 

Artemisia palmeri 4.2 X   X X     
X (UCR 
155926)     

Dichondra occidentalis 4.2 X X X X X X X X X 

Harpagonella palmeri 4.2 X X X X 
EO 15 
(1986) X X X X 

Juncus acutus ssp. leopoldii 4.2 X   X X     X X X 
Lycium californicum 4.2 X   X X X   X   X 

Microseris douglasii var. 
platycarpha 4.2                 X 
Selaginella cinerascens 4.2 X X X X X X       
Suaeda taxifolia 4.2 X   X       X X X 

           compiled by Fred Roberts October 2010 
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101 The Grove Drive, Los Angeles, California 90036 (323) 900-8100 

Caruso Acquisition Co. II, LLC 

 

October 11, 2012 

 
Shay Lynn Harrison 
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
Caltrans, District 11 
4050 Taylor Street 
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242 
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
 Re: Comment on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report/ 

Environmental Impact Statement: Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor 
Project, San Diego County, California, 11-SD-5-PM R28.4/R55.4 EA 
235800 (“SEIR”) 

 
Dear Ms. Harrison: 
 
I am writing as General Counsel and on behalf of Caruso Acquisition Co. II, LLC.  
Our company is under contract with San Diego Gas & Electric Company to 
purchase an approximately 48-acre parcel which is identified as “Assessor Parcel 
Number 211-010-24-00” and which is located at the North East Corner of Cannon 
Road immediately adjacent to Interstate 5 (the “Property”).    
 
We are purchasing the Property for a to-be-determined future development which is 
anticipated to occur in advance of the Caltrans proposed project implementation.  
Of particular concern to our company is whether the proposed project’s Right of 
Way (“ROW”) will be located on part of the Property, and if so, how much of the 
Property and of our project will be condemned to make way for it.  We are in the 
beginning stages of our Community Outreach to determine what could ultimately 
be proposed to be developed on the Property and we need clarification from Caltrans 
on the proposed limits of its ROW. 
 
The question is obviously not only crucial to the feasibility of our project, but is 
crucial to our ability to evaluate the environmental impacts of your project on the 
Property, which is naturally of vital concern to us. 
 
Unfortunately, Caltrans has provided contradictory answers to the question of the 
boundaries of its proposed ROW, and its most recent written answer directly 
contradicts that in the Supp. EIR. 
 
Thus, the SEIR flatly states under “Impacts” at page 2-31, Table 2.2.2:  “No land 
acquisition required” and based on that, naturally included under 
Avoidance/Mitigation: “None required.” 

01

Responses to Joel S. Moskowitz, General Counsel, Caruso 
Acquisition Co. II, LLC

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Because the text you reference pertains to the bicycle/pedestrian 
enhanced trail, and not to land acquisition associated with the 
construction of additional lanes, your assertion that Caltrans’ 
recent written answer directly contradicts the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS is not correct.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.2,Community Enhancements 
Information, and specifically the discussion you cited on page 2-31, 
does not show or summarize land use acquisition associated with 
the acquisition of property for additional lanes.  The referenced 
table identifies community enhancements, such as bicycle and 
pedestrian facilities, associated with the project.  On page 2-31, 
the “No land acquisition required” text you cited is specific to 
the bicycle/pedestrian enhanced trail on the east side of I-5 at 
Agua Hedionda Lagoon, land that is needed for the proposed 
trail segment along the east side of I-5 between Cannon Road, 
crossing over Agua Hedionda Lagoon, and Chinquapin Avenue.  

As stated in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section S.6, Project
Impacts, the primary purpose of the document is to confirm 
impacts and benefits to the lagoons affected by the project, 
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101 The Grove Drive, Los Angeles, California 90036 (323) 900-8100 

 

 
 

To confirm this assertion, on September 25, 2012 Michael Gazzano of our staff 
directly contacted Arturo Jacobo at Caltrans and received the following e-mail: 
 

 
 

 

01
cont.

based on studies completed following the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  For this reason, the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS does 
not discuss parcel acquisition; parcel acquisition was discussed 
in the Draft EIR/EIS document released for public review in 
July 2010, and acquisition for the Preferred Alternative has been 
updated in this Final EIR/EIS.  Because specifics of overall right-
of-way acquisition were not included in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS, your comment does not relate to adequacy of 
environmental review as provided in that document.

It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system during improvements to that 
highway to the maximum extent practicable.  Because an existing 
facility is being improved, however, avoidance is not always 
possible.  While engineers are still refining the project design 
and working to minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to 
properties to the greatest extent possible, the information provided 
to your client by Caltrans via email on October 1, 2012 reflected 
Caltrans’ estimation of partial acquisition on the property in 
question at that time.  Any current revisions to those assumptions 
are provided in this Final EIR/EIS.  As noted in the cited email, 
however, the plans are subject to refinement during ongoing final 
design of the project. 
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101 The Grove Drive, Los Angeles, California 90036 (323) 900-8100 

Below is a portion of the map we received from Caltrans showing the Property with 
a long blue-purple strip on the Property labeled “Partial Parcel Acquisition.”  
 

 

 
 

Obviously, this is the opposite of “No land acquisition required.”  Under these 
contradictory circumstances, we cannot be certain whether the eventual truth is 
significantly different from either of these representations. 

This contradiction also draws into question the representation at page S-8, Table 
S.1 that the Direct Access Ramp formerly proposed at Cannon Road is indeed 
deleted. 

 

Please confirm that this Direct Access Ramp remains deleted. 

Section 15124(a) of the CEQA Guidelines require that “[t]he precise location and 
boundaries of the proposed project shall be shown. . .” (14 Cal. Code Regs. § 
15124(a).)  As the discussion section of that Guideline restates: “An accurate, stable 
and finite project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally 
sufficient EIR.” County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 193.  
As that case also made clear, this is likewise federal law under the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 
 
That information on a foundational matter was omitted from the SEIR, and indeed 
contradicts the SEIR, corrupts the document. "[E]vidence outside the EIR itself is 
beside the point. . . . Whatever is required to be in an EIR must be in that formal 
report . . .." San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. County of Stanislaus 
(1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 734. 
 

01
cont.

02

03

As discussed in the response to your Comment 01, there is no 
contradiction between the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and the 
information provided to your client regarding parcel acquisition.  
The Cannon Drive Direct Access Ramps have been removed 
from the proposed project, as shown in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Table S.1, Design Refinements Since Circulation of 
the Draft EIR/EIS, and as discussed in Sections S.4, Proposed
Project, and 2.2.1.4, Design Changes Due to Impact Avoidance 
and Minimization, as well as throughout this Final EIR/EIS.  

The project location, boundaries, and description are identified 
in both the Draft EIR/EIS and the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS (refer to Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 2, Project Alternatives,
and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 2, Purpose and Need 
and Project Description).  While final engineering has not been 
completed for the project, and Caltrans is currently working to 
minimize the project footprint to avoid impacts to properties as 
much as possible, the Draft EIR/EIS and Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS analyze impacts to the maximum area that would be 
required for project implementation.  A full set of project feature 
maps for the Preferred Alternative is presented in Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, in this Final EIR/EIS.  
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Responses to Maggie Brown and Jacqueline Winterer, Friends 
of the San Dieguito River Valley

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed project 
between Del Mar Heights Road and Via de la Valle, which are part 
of the public record.  Your support for the Preferred Alternative is 
noted.  Please refer to responses to your comments 02 through 
06 below.

Speculation regarding potential illegal activities is not a topic 
required for environmental review.  Adequate separation of the 
I-5 travel way and trail bed for reasonably foreseeable safety 
purposes is incorporated as part of standard project design.

With respect to the use of alternative roadway surfaces for 
noise reduction, quieter pavement, such as “rubberized asphalt 
concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 23 CFR 772 as a noise 
abatement measure that can be applied in accordance with federal 
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policy.  Caltrans is actively researching the benefits of pavement 
types in reducing tire noise source levels to demonstrate the 
long-term noise abatement characteristics of quieter pavement.  
Asphalt surfacing increases maintenance costs, which is a factor 
being considered in wider applications beyond pilot studies.  In 
addition, asphalt has a lower life expectancy than concrete, so it 
would have to be repaired or replaced more often.  A conclusion 
has not been made about practicality and effectiveness, so this 
surfacing is not currently included in noise abatement measures.  
Information about ongoing pavement research can be found on 
the Caltrans website (http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/env/noise/index.
htm#2011catnap).  Changes in noise level, which are generally 
not anticipated to be discernible, were addressed in the response 
to your Comment 12 to the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.6 of this 
appendix.

Your stated support for the I-5 North Coast Bike Trail is noted 
and appreciated.  Caltrans will continue to coordinate with the 
appropriate parties throughout the final design process.

Potential signage by the 22nd District Agricultural Association is 
outside the scope of the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS.

As stated in the response to your Comment 04, Caltrans will 
continue to coordinate with appropriate parties throughout the 
project design process.

Please refer to the responses to your comments, above.  Your 
interest in continued coordination is appreciated and is important 
to ultimate project success.
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858-273-7800 • 4010 Morena Blvd., Suite 100, San Diego, CA 92117 • Fax 858-273-7801 • www.sandiegoaudubon.org 

October 15, 2012 

VIA EMAIL: I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov

Ms. Shay Lynn Harrison 
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief 
Caltrans, District 11 
4050 Taylor Street 
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242 
San Diego, California  92110 

Dear Ms. Harrison: 

SUBJECT:  COMMENT LETTER ON PROPOSED I-5 NORTH COAST CORRIDOR PROJECT 
SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Please accept our comments on the proposed I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS/EIR). We appreciate the efforts of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration (USDOT) and the State of 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) to incorporate public comments into the 
decision making process of this proposed project.   

The San Diego Chapter of the Audubon Society greatly prefers the development of pedestrian 
friendly communities, telecommuting, and mass transit as ways to decrease environmental 
problems associated with automobile use. It is our consensus that automobile centric 
alternatives such as increasing the capacity of the I-5 freeway are an inappropriate and obsolete 
approach for addressing our long-term transportation issues. However, the scope of the 
Supplemental EIR/EIS is limited to a range of options for widening and increasing the capacity 
of the I-5 freeway. Our comments are therefore directed at the locally preferred alternative 
(LPA), referred to in the document as the “8+4 with Buffer” alternative and the analysis of 
impacts and proposed mitigation for coastal wetlands and waterways. 

The proposed project is a component of the 2050 Regional Transportation Plan, Sustainable 
Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) Plan. The RTP serves as a blueprint for the development of 
transportation network over the next 40 or so years, while the purpose of the SCS is to 
coordinate regional transportation and land use plans in order to promote compact, transit 
oriented communities that will help the State of California achieve its greenhouse gas targets by 
reducing its vehicle miles traveled. 

It is our consensus that the Supplemental Draft is a tremendous improvement over the previous 
draft EIR/EIS, particularly given the greater depth of detail provided in the environmental 
impacts and proposed mitigation sections.  We also appreciate the USDOT and Caltrans taking 
efforts to design the project by incorporating longer bridge spans that will facilitate a return to 
better tidal flushing and adequate tidal prism in several lagoons which have been impaired due 
to the design of the present bridge spans. We also appreciate USDOT and Caltrans planning for 
sea level rise.  Our detailed comments are included in the following paragraphs. 

Responses to Joe Thompson, Conservation Volunteer, San 
Diego Audubon Society

Thank you for your comments on the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS.  As noted in your comment, an analysis of land use 
patterns and alternative modes of transportation is beyond the 
scope of the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Topical Responses 
“Projected Growth,” “Multimodal System,” and “Mass Transit” 
for additional information regarding these topics.  Your comment 
is correct that the proposed project is a component of the 2050 
Regional Transportation Plan, Sustainable Communities Strategy.  

Your appreciation for the greater depth of detail provided in the 
environmental impacts and proposed mitigation sections of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is noted.  As your comment indicates, 
Caltrans incorporated longer bridge spans that would facilitate 
improved tidal flushing and adequate tidal prism in several lagoons.  
Please refer to the responses to your detailed comments, below.
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Impacts to Coastal Wetlands and Waterways and Mitigation
As stated in the EIR/EIS, the Locally Preferred Alternative (8+4 Buffer) would permanently 
impact 17.2 acres of Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE) jurisdictional waters of the U.S. This is a 
highly significant amount of lost wetland functions and values considering that less than 5 
percent of original wetlands remain in San Diego County and that estuarine type wetlands are 
among the most valuable and scarce wetland types that remain. However, the document states 
that mitigation will not be proposed on a straight “acre for acre” basis. It appears that USDOT 
and Caltrans are acting in good faith and intend to abide by the no-net loss of wetlands law and 
we also understand the difficulty of on-site compensatory mitigation in the heavily developed 
and expensive North Coast portion of San Diego County.   Therefore, we understand the 
decision to conduct mitigation at the “project level” and in granting some flexibility to perform off-
site mitigation within certain parameters, mainly that acreages, functions, and values of high 
value and irreplaceable wetlands such as estuarine types are fully preserved and previous 
impacts are reversed.   In exchange for this flexibility, the project should overall provide far more 
than the minimum required levels of wetland mitigation. 

It is unclear whether or not USDOT and Caltrans propose to compensate loss of wetlands 
based on their specific type. It is obvious that tidally influenced saline emergent marsh and open 
water are the jurisdictional habitats that will be most affected. However, it is unclear whether or 
not USDOT and Caltrans intend to mitigate by creating and equal amount of those specific 
habitat types. Substituting riverine, freshwater marsh, or related upland for lost saline emergent 
marsh is not something that we would consider acceptable, due to the scarcity of saline marsh 
habitats and relative abundance of  the other two.  It would also be inappropriate as many 
sensitive wildlife species are dependent on our diminished saline marsh habitats.  Also, we 
would not consider modest enhancement, watershed improvement, or trails to be a suitable 
replacement for direct habitat loss, although these activities could be used to offset indirect 
impacts such as increases in pollutants from higher traffic volumes.  Please clarify the type of 
wetlands that will be lost due to project impacts and the type and acreage of wetland creation 
that will be provided as mitigation. 

Some type of standardized wetland functional assessment such as the California Rapid 
Assessment Methodology (CRAM) should be applied prior to and post construction for the entire 
mitigation and monitoring period in order to assure that wetland functions and values are 
retained or enhanced. This should be conducted at each wetland impacted by the project.  
Wetlands that score lower than they did prior to project implementation should receive additional 
restoration and/or enhancements until their scores meet or exceed their pre-project condition. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Joe Thompson      
Conservation Volunteer 
San Diego Audubon Society 

James A. Peugh 
Conservation Committee Chair 
San Diego Audubon Society 

03 The project’s Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program 
(REMP), referred to as the Resource Enhancement Program 
(REP) in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, has been developed 
in coordination with the wildlife agencies and various North Coast 
Corridor natural resource stakeholders and would provide benefits 
exceeding the minimum ratio required.  The primary goal of the 
REMP is to identify the package of natural resource creation and 
enhancement opportunities that would mitigate potential resource 
impacts caused by the implementation of the North Coast Corridor 
mobility and community enhancement projects.  Included in this 
goal is the promotion of a large-scale systems approach to resource 
enhancement in order to maximize the benefit to the region.  Early 
creation and restoration of habitat areas would serve to reduce 
typically required mitigation ratios for project impacts by eliminating 
impacts associated with temporal loss of wetland and sensitive 
upland habitat functions and value.  In addition, early acquisition 
of sites containing high value habitat for long-term preservation 
and the early phasing of transportation facility infrastructure that 
is specifically designed to enhance lagoon system function and 
values as well as facilitate large-scale lagoon restoration, would 
further serve to mitigate project impacts associated with both 
temporal loss of habitat values and temporary construction related 
impacts.  The REMP proposes comprehensive corridor lagoon 
restoration, over and above mitigation components necessary to 
meet the requirement of no net loss of habitat.  Additional out-
of-kind habitat restoration and integrated lagoon ecosystem 
restoration and enhancements proposed in the REMP would 
provide significant ecological lift to the lagoon systems.

The specific type of habitat used for mitigation would be determined 
pursuant to final restoration plans.  Mitigation credits available for 
no net loss compensatory mitigation are based on the number of 
acres available for each habitat type on the proposed mitigation 
sites, to be finalized pursuant to final restoration plans to be reviewed 
through subsequent Notice of Impending Development (NOID), 
coastal development permit, or federal consistency submittals, as 
applicable.  As part of the NOID review process, the results of 
the consultations with persons and agencies interested in, with 
jurisdiction over, and/or affected by the proposed development, 
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including consultations with federal and State resource agencies 
(e.g., United States Army Corps of Engineers, United States Fish 
and Wildlife Service [USFWS], the California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife [CDFW, previously the California Department of Fish 
and Game], the Regional Water Quality Control Board [RWQCB], 
etc.), as well as all supporting documentation are required to be 
submitted along with the NOID project report.  Mitigation credits 
available for no net loss compensatory mitigation are based 
on the number of acres existing on site versus the goal for the 
restoration of the site.  Because the mitigation is proposed through 
the REMP—which is a large-scale, systems-approach to resource 
enhancement to maximize the benefit to the region—exact habitat 
type acre-for-acre analysis would not be completed; instead, the 
best overall options for mitigation of that total effect are being 
evaluated and would provide greater regional benefit.  Please 
note, however, that all “no net loss” mitigation at the proposed 
San Dieguito and Hallmark restoration sites would consist of 
saltmarsh and saline habitats, with some brackish/freshwater 
marsh restoration also to occur at the Hallmark east parcel.  In 
addition, the majority of the project lagoon system enhancements 
would be designed to benefit saline habitats, including efforts 
such as bridge lengthening to increase tidal range and flow, 
providing endowments for maintenance dredging of the mouths 
of Peñasquitos and Batiquitos Lagoons, and major lagoon 
restoration projects as noted above.  Details on project-related 
habitat impacts were provided in the Draft and Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS documents, and are included in this Final EIR/
EIS.  The REP (now, the REMP) discussion in Section 3.1.3.2 of 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and in Section 3.17 of this Final 
EIR/EIS summarize the comprehensive package of mitigation to 
be implemented within the corridor for both the I-5 NCC Project
and LOSSAN double-tracking projects. 

While the California Rapid Assessment Methodology is not 
proposed for use, appropriate procedures to assess impacts and 
mitigation would be employed, as described in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2.  As identified in the Mitigation Site 
Assessments, the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP) Implementation Plan 
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includes a monitoring and reporting program that would provide 
a yearly assessment and summary of information and updates to 
the Implementation Framework.  This information would document 
projects and associated mitigation requirements completed and 
would be used to assess cumulative phase project impacts, 
benefits, and available resource mitigation credits.  Should a 
circumstance arise in which a yearly monitoring report determines 
that unanticipated resource impacts have occurred from project 
construction, or are greater than project construction impacts 
approved for any particular project phase identified in the PWP/
TREP, the San Diego Association of Governments and/or Caltrans 
would be responsible for initiating additional mitigation projects.  
The REMP would ensure that each mitigation site would have its 
own mitigation and monitoring plan with remedial measures in the 
event the site is not attaining its goals.  If a site develops a fatal 
flaw that cannot be corrected on site, SANDAG and Caltrans would 
identify and implement mitigation at another location.  The results 
and assessment of each mitigation site, including supporting 
documentation, would be completed in consultation with persons 
and agencies interested in, with jurisdiction over, and/or affected 
by the proposed development, including consultations with federal 
and state resource agencies (such as the USFWS, CDFW, 
RWQCB, etc.). 
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Jim Seifert 
Manager of Corporate Real  

Estate Land Services & Facilities  
 CP1-1D 

8335 Century Park Court 
 San Diego, CA 92123 

 
Tel: (858) 637-3714 

Fax: (858) 637-3766 
JSeifert@SempraUtilities.com 

October 12, 2012 
 
Shay Lynn Harrison  
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief  
Caltrans, District 11  
4050 Taylor Street  
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242  
San Diego, CA 92110  
  
Re: Comment on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report/  
Environmental Impact Statement: Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor  
Project, San Diego County, California, 11‐SD‐5‐PM R28.4/R55.4 EA  
235800 (“SEIR”) 
 
Dear Ms. Harrison: 
 
San Diego Gas & Electric Company (SDG&E) is the owner of real property identified as San 
Diego County Assessor Parcel Number 211‐010‐24 in the City of Carlsbad (the Property).  We 
thank you for the opportunity to comment upon the SEIR. 
 
SDG&E has entered into a contract to sell the Property to Caruso Acquisition Co. II, LLC 
(Property Buyer).   We understand you have or will receive a letter from the Property Buyer.  
 
In the SEIR we note that a portion the westerly edge of the property appears to be designated 
for a future Community Enhancement (as defined in the SEIR).    However, what is not at all 
clear is the ultimate right of way requirement  that would affect the boundary line of the 
Property.  This lack of clarity is shown by inconsistencies between the original draft EIR and the 
SEIR as well as information provided by Caltrans staff and communicated to us by the Property 
Buyer.  Consequently, the SEIR appears to be lack specific detail concerning the right of way 
that would enable the reader to ascertain the impact of the proposed Community 
Enhancement. 
 
In addition to our comments above, SDG&E joins in the comments presented to you by way of 
the Property Buyer’s letter.  Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Jim Seifert 
 

Response to Jim Seifert, Manager of Corporate Real Estate 
Land Services and Facilities, San Diego Gas and Electric 
Company

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public 
record.  Caltrans has received the referenced letter from Caruso 
Acquisition Co. II, LLC.  The letter and associated responses are 
included elsewhere in this section of this appendix. 

The letter from Caruso Acquisition Co. II, LLC specifically 
questioned the text in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.2,
Community Enhancements Information, which identifies “No land 
acquisition required” in association with the bicycle/pedestrian 
enhanced trail on the east side of I-5 at Agua Hedionda Lagoon, 
for the proposed trail segment along the east-side of I-5 between 
Cannon Road, crossing over Agua Hedionda Lagoon, and 
Chinquapin Avenue.  The referenced text pertains to the bicycle/
pedestrian enhanced trail, and not to land acquisition associated 
with the construction of additional lanes.  As stated in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section S.6, the primary purpose of that document 
was to confirm impacts and benefits to the lagoons affected by 
the project, based on studies completed following the circulation 
of the Draft EIR/EIS.  The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS did not 
discuss parcel acquisition associated with freeway improvements.  
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As a result, there is no inconsistency between the original draft 
EIR/EIS, Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, and the specific information 
communicated to Caruso Acquisition Co. II, LLC.  

It is Caltrans’ intention to avoid and/or minimize impacts to properties 
that abut an existing highway system during improvements to 
that highway to the maximum extent practicable.  As described 
in Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.4, Community Impacts, the proposed 
project has been designed to minimize impacts, where possible, 
by taking reduced amounts of right-of-way and limiting the grading 
footprint in order to minimize impacts to existing structures while 
still meeting project objectives.  While engineers are still refining 
the project design and working to minimize the project footprint to 
avoid impacts to properties, as much as possible, the information 
provided to Caruso Acquisition Co. II, LLC by Caltrans via email 
on October 1, 2012 reflected the then-current estimation of partial 
take on the property in question.  As noted by Caltrans in that 
email, however, the plans are subject to change during design of 
the project. 

01
cont.
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Responses to Laurel L. Impett, AICP, Urban Planner, Shute, 
Mihaly & Weinberger LLP

Thank you for your comments and attachments, which are part 
of the public record.  These comments and attachments were 
submitted and received during the public review comment period 
for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  A number 
of the comments in this letter were addressed in responses to 
comments provided on the Draft EIR/EIS by Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger LLP and are outside the scope of the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Responses to Draft EIR/EIS comments are provided 
in Section 4.6 of this appendix as discussed below.  The exhibits 
consist of source material and documentation for statements 
made.  These documents provide back up for the comments 
submitted, but do not comprise comments in and of themselves, 
do not require responses, and are not reproduced here.
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Substantial information was contained in the Draft EIR/EIS and 
additional information was provided in responses to public and 
agency comments within the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and 
supporting documents, circulated to the public in August 2012.  
Recirculation is not necessary.  The Final EIR/EIS complies with 
the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Section 
4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act, the California Public 
Park Preservation Act, and the California Coastal Act.  The EIR/
EIS thoroughly describes, rigorously analyzes with adequate 
mitigation, and sufficiently studies all “reasonable alternatives,” as 
required by 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.14(a).  
Responses to comments on the 2010 Draft EIR/EIS contained in 
the November 18, 2010 letter from Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 
LLP representing Prevent Los Angeles Gridlock Usurping the 
Environment (“PLAGUE”) are provided in Section 4.6 of this 
appendix.  Responses to comments on the 2010 EIR/EIS 
contained in the November 18, 2010 letter from Mr. Paul Henkart 
are provided Section 4.7 of this appendix.  Responses to comments 

02



ORGANIZATIONS ─ COMMENTS RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.6-30

02
cont.

02
cont.

from Mr. Henkart on the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are provided 
in Section 5.7.2 of this appendix.

Specific responses to your detailed comments related to the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS are provided in separately numbered 
responses below.  
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This comment is broad and addresses the project description 
overall.  To the extent that it duplicates Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger 
LLP comments on the Draft EIR/EIS (first two paragraphs), please 
refer to Section 4.6 of this appendix.  Lane configurations at 
Manchester Avenue illustrated in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
Figure 2-2.5 and Figure 2-2.7b are the same. Figure 2-2.5 shows 
the proposed Direct Access Ramp (DAR) facility between the four 
additional High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)/Managed Lanes (two 
in each direction), and eight existing freeway lanes (four in each 
direction).  The DAR has two lanes (one in each direction), plus a 
central median and a shoulder that  are not travel lanes so they are 
not separately depicted in Figure 2-2.7b; rather, the DAR facility is 
illustrated as a single unit on that graphic.  Regarding tabular data, 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS provides detailed information 
about project design features on Table 2.2.4 (Voigt Drive and 
Manchester Avenue DARs), Table 2.2.5 (braided ramps), and 
Table 2.2.6 (auxiliary lanes).  Separate auxiliary lane descriptions 
that include justification, impacts and benefits, avoidance and 
minimization measures, and mitigation measures are presented 
in Table 2.2.6 for three segments related to Manchester Avenue: 
northbound I-5 from Lomas Santa Fe Drive to Manchester Avenue, 
northbound I-5 from Manchester Avenue to Birmingham Drive, and 
southbound I-5 from Birmingham Drive to Manchester Avenue.  
These proposed auxiliary lanes are illustrated in light purple on 
Figure 2-2.7b.  Auxiliary lane information was carried forward into 
this Final EIR/EIS.

The primary purpose of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is to 
provide refined additional information and confirm analysis from 
the Draft EIR/EIS.  As listed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 

04
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Section 1.3.2.1, Topics for Which Additional Information and 
Clarification is Provided, the topics addressed are the following:

•	 Specifics of bridge design, comparing the existing and 
proposed details

•	 Common design features
•	 Lagoon health, fluvial and tidal influence
•	 Water quality
•	 Coastal wetland and upland restoration
•	 Additional specifics of biological mitigation approach and 

implementation
•	 Community enhancement projects at lagoon locations with 

impact assessments
•	 Phased construction approach
•	 Air quality conformity
•	 Sea level rise strategies

Additional information regarding the project’s environmental 
setting is provided to the extent that it is applicable to the above 
topics.  Discussion of other elements of the environmental setting, 
including existing noise levels, CEQA guidelines, identification of 
the appropriate noise model, orientation and location of receptors 
relative to analysis, noise sources, single-event noise, daytime 
versus nighttime noise, interior noise, certainty of abatement, 
potential use of alternative roadway surfaces such as “rubberized 
asphalt concrete,” construction-period noise and efficacy of 
construction noise attenuation unrelated to biological resources 
at lagoon crossings, vibration, etc. is outside the scope of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to the responses to 
your Draft EIR/EIS Comments 101 through 105, and 108 through 
110 (as well as others), which address many of these comments. 
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06

07

The comment appears to overstate the potential for impact at this 
location.  Notably different from much of the North Coast Corridor, 
the proposed location is both relatively open (i.e., not immediately 
abutted by dense residential uses) and also largely disturbed in 
nature and separated from the nearby lagoon by Manchester 
Avenue.

The description of proposed actions at the Manchester DAR 
has substantially changed since the circulation of the Draft 
EIR/EIS, due to the elimination of a previously proposed overpass 
and incorporation of an underpass.  Current descriptions for the 
Manchester DAR that include impacts and benefits, avoidance and 
minimization measures, and mitigation measures are presented in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.4 and depicted on Figure2-2.5.
Affected environment and environmental consequences of the refined 
project on San Elijo Lagoon are discussed in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.1.2.1, San Elijo Lagoon.  Updated information 
relevant to these issues is also carried forward into this Final 
EIR/EIS, notably in Chapter 2 and in Sections 3.1, Land Use, 3.3,
Farmlands/Agricultural Lands, and 3.17.

Regarding the evaluation of impacts using thresholds of significance 
typically employed for CEQA, Caltrans provides guidance on the 
approach to environmental analysis under CEQA on  its Standard 
Environmental Reference (SER) website at: 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ser/vol1/sec5/ch36eir/chap36.htm#definition.

06
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07

cont. Much of this comment is verbatim with comments provided on 
the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please see the responses to Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger LLP Comments 114 and 115 on the Draft EIR/EIS in 
Section 4.6 of this appendix. 

06
cont.

Details regarding this guidance were provided in the response 
to Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP Comment 032 on the Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Section 4.6 of this appendix.

Please note that as stated on pages S-1 and 1-2 of the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS, the purpose of the document was to supplement the 
Draft EIR/EIS and to confirm conclusions of that document.  None 
of the information provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
changed any of the environmental impact conclusions reached in 
the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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cont.

08

Impacts to biological resources from the proposed Manchester 
Avenue DAR and San Elijo Multi-use Facility were summarized in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.4 as including the following:

•	 South of the DAR, the wider freeway to accommodate the 
DAR would result in direct impact to 0.2 acre of coastal sage 
scrub (including disturbed).

•	 0.06/0.08 acre of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (USACE) 
waters of the U.S./State wetland from fill and 0.08 acre of 
additional wetlands would be shaded.

•	 Wider fill would impact portions of two to three territories of 
coastal California gnatcatcher.

•	 The refined 8+4 Buffer alternative would impact most of the 
remainder of the territories.

•	 Light-footed clapper rail occupy marsh adjacent to the fill.
•	 The multi-use facility is located in agricultural lands, 

developed and ornamental habitat, and would not directly 
impact any biological resources.

This information has been incorporated in Table ES.2 of this Final 
EIR/EIS.  Impacts associated with the DAR and multi-use facility 
were included within the impacts described as a project as a whole 
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09

in the Draft EIR/EIS and identified as significant in Chapter 4,
California Environmental Quality Act Evaluation.  The mitigation 
approach has been refined, but is not new.  A Draft Public Works 
Plan/Transportation and Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/
TREP) was circulated in conjunction with the 2010 Draft EIR/EIS.  
The document has continued to be refined, with a revised Draft 
PWP/TREP circulated for public review in March 2013 and the Final 
PWP/TREP completed in fall 2013.  The Avoidance, Minimization, 
and/or Mitigation Measures portion of Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.21,
Threatened and Endangered Species, states that regionally 
important mitigation in the I-5 corridor has been developed in 
coordination with the resource agencies and identifies conceptual 
measures such as lengthening of bridges, contributions to ongoing 
lagoon restoration planning efforts, and purchase and restoration 
of appropriate properties.  These concepts have since been 
refined and were one of the key reasons for the preparation of 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Details regarding the Resource 
Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP) are discussed 
in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2 and are further 
refined in Section 3.17 of this Final EIR/EIS.  Actions discussed 
include creation of new habitat, restoration of San Elijo Lagoon 
and Buena Vista Lagoon, establishment of endowments for 
lagoon mouth maintenance, and preservation of important parcels 
of open space.  The mitigation package addresses the project as 
a whole, rather than providing specific mitigation for individual 
project elements; this is appropriate under CEQA and NEPA.   
Specifics of impacts for issues such as jurisdictional waters and 
shading were provided in the lagoon-focused Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS, with specific vegetation impacts updated in this Final 
EIR/EIS in the Chapter 3 biological resources discussions and 
additional clarification regarding shading impacts provided in 
Section 3.18 and Table 3.18.3.  None of the incremental changes 
to impacts results in identification of a new CEQA-significant 
impact.  Implementation of the REMP would result in biological 
impacts identified in the Final EIR/EIS being mitigated to less than 
significant levels.
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Impacts to the San Elijo Lagoon from changed project features 
since the distribution of the Draft EIR/EIS are adequately 
addressed in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  The summary 
analysis of bridge options for the San Elijo Lagoon presented in 
the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.1.4 discusses biological 
resources, water resources, and flooding impacts for six different 
bridge options.  Information presented includes estimated wetland 
fill, as well as impacts/benefits to tidal circulation, wildlife corridor, 
FEMA floodplain, erosion/scour, and shoreline sand supply.  Notes 
at the end of the table provide additional details. 

Biological resources at San Elijo Lagoon and permanent 
impacts from the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative are illustrated in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 3-1.4c, complementing the 
detailed text in Section 3.1.2.1.  Information has been carried into 
Final EIR/EIS Section 3.17.  Least terns were not noted during 
project surveys; they are generally located in the east basin, 
consistent with the cited quote, to the east of the I-5 crossing.  
Coastal California gnatcatcher, Belding’s savannah sparrow, and 
light-footed clapper rail are each specifically addressed in the 
assessment of potential impacts associated with the refined project.  
Although the intent of the project is to provide a bridge crossing 
that would accommodate the ultimate restoration program chosen 
as part of the San Elijo Lagoon Restoration Project, excluding I-5 
improvements, it is not the intent of the I-5 NCC Project to choose 
and implement specific lagoon restoration activities at this time.  
That decision will be made, and the program will be implemented, 
in the future and will be implemented pursuant to environmental 
clearance addressing the potential alternatives prior to choosing 
the build scenario.  Precise plans at that time would be anticipated 
to address specifics regarding foraging and nesting areas adjacent 
to the lagoon.
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cont.

The ability of each of the lagoon restoration design scenarios to 
accommodate flooding and tides was addressed in Section 3.1.2.1
of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS under the heading Hydrology/
Hydraulics, with this information incorporated into this Final 
EIR/EIS in Section 3.9, Hydrology/Drainage (and Floodplains).
Information regarding best management practices (BMPs) is 
presented in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3, Water 
Quality, and Final EIR/EIS Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff.  Specifically with regard to hydromodification, under 
the subheadings Low Impact Development, Hydromodification, 
and “Treatment” BMPs in Section 3.10.4, the impacts to lagoon 
water quality are addressed.  The locations of proposed bioswales 
throughout the project alignment were illustrated in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.9 (see Final EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.3, 
Sheets 1 through 67, as appropriate);  a closer view of San 
Elijo Lagoon was provided in Figure 2-2.10e (see Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 25 through 27).  Construction mitigation 
practices related to water quality were provided in Section 3.1.3.1, 
Avoidance and Mitigation Measures.   The minimal nature of 
adverse project-related effects on San Elijo Lagoon is evidenced 
by the concurrence in an assessment of de minimis impacts 
relative to the biological preserve and recreational elements 
of the lagoon by the three agencies with jurisdiction over the 
Reserve, including CDFW, the County of San Diego, and the San 
Elijo Lagoon Conservancy (see Figures 5-5.2 through 5-5.4 in the 
Final EIR/EIS).

10 The wetland restoration project cited in this comment was not 
implemented within Caltrans’ right-of-way.  As depicted on 
Figure 2-2.10e, 8+4 Buffer Project Features Map: San Elijo Lagoon,
all project cut and fill would occur within existing Caltrans’ right-of-
way, and generally with fairly large margins (often approximately 
100 feet distant from the right-of-way line).  Footprint effects to the 
new wetlands in the northeast basin cited in this comment are not 
anticipated.
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13

The first set of numbers cited in this comment appears in 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.4 and are impact acreages 
from the Manchester Avenue DAR only. 

The second set of numbers cited in this comment from page 
3-17 are various ways to express the impacts from the proposed 
longer and wider I-5 bridge across San Elijo Lagoon, and do not 
all add together.  As explained in the footnote on page 3-2 of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, project area waters are regulated by 
both federal and State agencies.  USACE jurisdictional waters of 
the United States include both wetlands and non-wetland waters 
of the U.S.  State wetlands are regulated by California Department 
of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW; previously the California Department 
of Fish and Game) and the California Coastal Commission (CCC).  
USACE wetlands require three criteria to be met: vegetation, 
soil, and hydrology.  CDFW/CCC wetlands are identified based 
on only one of those criteria.  The acres of new wetlands would 
be established by the proposed excavation of existing ground 
at the southern edge of the existing I-5 bridge to create a wider 
lagoon opening between the Central Basin and the East Basin, as 
illustrated in the cross section in Figure 3-1.4b.  The total acres 
of additional fill would occur along the sides of I-5 embankments 
that meet the lagoon, as indicated by the permanent impact line in 
Figure 3-1.4c.  All of this total impact would occur to State wetlands, 
but only part of the total acreage would be classified as USACE 
jurisdictional waters.  The net establishment of USACE wetlands 
discussed in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is 1.1 acres minus 
0.6 acre, or 0.5 acre; the net establishment of State wetlands is 
1.1 acres minus 1.01 acres, or 0.09 acre.

The numbers in Table 3.1.4 are related to estimated wetland fill for 
various bridge options at San Elijo Lagoon.  The notes at the end 
of the table explain that wetland fill consists of I-5 bridge structure 
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cont.

footprint within the active tidal lagoon channel (column dimensions 
and placement are unknown; thus the whole bridge footprint was 
included), as well as road bed fill supporting the bridge span.  The 
numbers vary due to the variations in the bridge options presented.

Numbers in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS indicate that the 
I-5 bridge would result in additional shading over the lagoon of 
1.79 acres.  This incorporates the 0.08 acre of impact specified 
for the DAR element alone on Table 2.2.4 as it addresses all of 
the shading indicated on Figure 2-2.10e.  Please also refer to the 
response to your Comment 08.

A DAR from I-5 to the Del Mar Fairgrounds is not proposed 
to be part of the project.  Locating the Manchester DAR in a 
different location would not fulfill the traffic needs of the project.  
Minimization of impacts is undertaken with regard to project 
elements and alternatives that meet project purpose and need.  
The discussion of the rationale for the construction of a DAR at 
Manchester Avenue was provided in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
Table 2.2.4.  As described, that location would provide access to 
coastal resources, Mira Costa College, town centers, and a major 
arterial paralleling the freeway.  It is expected to have a high volume 
of traffic, with an average daily traffic (ADT) of approximately 
6,400 vehicles by 2030, and would provide a logical location for 
future transit expansion.  As shown on Table 3.3 of Traffic Technical 
Report No. 6, Interchange Operations, at “existing” conditions as 
represented during the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS, I-5 ramps 
at Via de la Valle were operating at “under capacity” conditions, 
while those at Manchester Avenue were already “at capacity.”  

Where the ramps were operating at a similar level of service, 
those at Via de la Valle were operating at slightly better levels 
of service than those at Manchester Avenue, and were carrying 
lower volumes of traffic.  Improvements at Via de la Valle would be 
expected to provide primary benefits during the intermittent and 
seasonal four weeks of the San Diego County Fair or the eight 
weeks of race track activity.  These events also usually require 
event access during generally non-peak hours.  The proposed 
location at Manchester Avenue, however, would provide year-
round benefit for daily users as noted, and is a preferred location.

12
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The No Build Alternative satisfies the analysis of avoiding impacts 
of the Manchester DAR.  The information provided in the Draft 
EIR/EIS and Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS regarding necessary 
impacts to the lagoon in order to fulfill project purpose and need 
has been verified as part of the project Army Corps Of Engineers 
Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) analysis.  This analysis is 
completed to identify the Least Environmentally Damaging 
Practicable Alternative (LEDPA).  Identification of the LEDPA is 
required in order to obtain the permit to dredge or fill in federal 
waters, and it is the only alternative that will obtain federal funding.  
The Preferred Alternative was not identified until the LEDPA 
analysis was completed.  As documented in Final EIR/EIS Chapter
5, Comments and Coordination, letters of concurrence on the 
Preliminary LEDPA have now been received from the applicable 
resource agencies.

Mitigation for biological resources impacts of the I-5 NCC Project
is discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3,
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, Final 
EIR/EIS Sections 3.17 through 3.22, and in the project 
Environmental Commitments Record (see Final EIR/EIS Appendix 
D).  The discussions state that mitigation efforts for the project 
and related projects in the corridor are focused less on ratio-
based mitigation and more on ecosystem-wide enhancements.  
The REMP approach to advancing habitat restoration and 
preservation mitigation efforts ahead of I-5 NCC Project impacts—
and designing transportation facility infrastructure improvements 
that inherently enhance lagoon system function and values where 
feasible—would result in greater benefits to coastal resources 
on a corridor-wide level than if only ratio-based, project and site-
specific mitigation were employed.  The EIR/EIS further explains 
under Lagoon Restoration that the ecological lift that would occur 
as a result of implementing the lagoon restoration plans would 
serve as mitigation for all PWP/TREP project impacts, including 
temporary impacts, shading impacts, indirect impacts, temporal 
wetland impacts, and cumulative impacts within the corridor.

13
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Encinitas Local Coastal Program (LCP) goals are listed in the San 
Elijo Lagoon bridge options summary analysis in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Table 3.1.4.  As noted in the comment, the broad approach 
of the Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP; 
referred to as the Resource Enhancement Program [REP] in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS), does not focus on a straight ratio 
approach for mitigation.  The approach would, however, achieve no 
net loss of wetlands and other goals of the LCP, including removing 
impediments to internal lagoon water circulation and increasing 
tidal circulation.  Although one-to-one no net loss is ensured as 
part of the preservation/restoration/creation package described as 
part of the REMP, a greater ratio would ultimately result as part 
of the ecological lift to the entire coastal area that would result 
from the implementation of the approved mitigation plan.  The 
acreages impacted in each watershed and addressed at each of 
the proposed mitigation sites are compiled in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Table 3.1.10, No Net Loss Mitigation Locations for I-5 
Permanent Impacts, Wetlands and Uplands, by Watershed.  The 
constrained, primarily built-out condition of the North Coast Corridor 
limits mitigation opportunities and the ability to mitigate each 
impact within the same wetland system.  Table 3.1.11, Resource
Enhancement Package No Net Loss Mitigation Acreage and 
Timing, identified the mitigation parcel; what habitat type (wetland 
or upland) would be established/created, restored, or preserved; 
and acreage as applicable for each of those categories.  In addition 
to this tabular data, textual information addressing locations of 
mitigation sites was noted in the summaries of mitigation parcels 
provided on pages 3-46 through 3-50 in the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS.  Figures 3-1.7 and 3-1.8 identified the general location of 
the mitigation parcels within the Los Peñasquitos, San Dieguito, 
San Elijo, Batiquitos, and Agua Hedionda  watersheds.  More 
precise locations were shown for each mitigation parcel on Figures
3-1.9 through 3-1.14.  All of these figures were shown on an aerial 
photograph base; so the relationships between the mitigation parcels, 
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16

15 As noted elsewhere in these responses, the focus of the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS was clarification of lagoon effects 
related to I-5 bridge design.  Progress on specifics of the mitigation 
program also was provided, demonstrating that the regional 
approach discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS was undergoing rigorous 
agency review for feasibility and adequacy.

The summary of sensitive species effects provided in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS as noted in the comment is correct.  
These species are habitat specific and will populate available and 
proximate high quality habitat if existing habitat values diminish.  
Protection and enhancement of the appropriate habitats in proximity 
to existing populations is a routine and acknowledged mitigation 
technique.  The San Dieguito Lagoon W19 and Hallmark mitigation 
sites (those closest to San Elijo) were described in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2.  Impacts to coastal wetlands would 
be mitigated at a 1:1 ratio for no net loss of wetlands for the I-5 NCC 
Project as well as the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo 
(LOSSAN) double-tracking project.  Additional specifics regarding 
species present and those supported as a result of mitigation 
activities were addressed in Mitigation Site Assessments prepared 
for each of the proposed mitigation sites (rigorously reviewed 
and vetted by resource agency personnel during discussion of 
mitigation specifics in 2011 through 2013), and also are provided 
in Sections 3.17 through 3.21 of the Final EIR/EIS.  Information as 
to which species would be mitigated for at which mitigation sites 

water features, adjacent open space, and surrounding development 
could be easily seen.  These sources provided the information 
necessary to understand where habitats would be preserved, 
restored, or established/created, and within which wetland system 
they would be located.  All of this information has been incorporated 
into Sections 3.17 and 3.18 of the Final EIR/EIS, as appropriate. 

14
cont.
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This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of that document.  Please 
note, however that the proposed project could be inconsistent with 
land use policies and still not be identified as adverse because the 
discrete encroachments would not disrupt or affect overall land 
use patterns within the respective jurisdictions. 

16

15
cont.

was provided in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is updated 
and provided in this Final EIR/EIS in Section 3.17.
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This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of that document.  Responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 
of this appendix.  Please refer to the response to Shute, Mihaly & 
Weinberger LLP Comment 127 on the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.6 
of this appendix.  A number of the paragraphs in this comment 
are virtually identical with that comment.  Please also refer to the 
response to Comment 12, above. 
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This comment is duplicative of one provided by Shute, Mihaly 
& Weinberger LLP on the Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to the 
response to Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP Comment 141 
on the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.6 of this appendix.  Additional 
specifics on compliance evaluation with Coastal Act requirements 
were provided in response to Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP 
Comment 142 through 153 on the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 4.6.  
Caltrans coordination with the California Coastal Commission is 
ongoing.

There is no need to recirculate the EIR/EIS.  The focused studies 
completed since the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS in 2010 have 
been incorporated into the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, which 
addresses specific issues such as habitat impacts and hydrology 
in the vicinity of lagoons and provides clarifications of issues 
related to sea level rise, water quality, and the common design 
features and community enhancements proposed by the project.  
Those findings have been incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.  
Regarding consistency with the California Coastal Act, please 
refer to the response to your Comment 18 of this letter. 

19
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 01 regarding 
exhibits provided with the comment letter.
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Responses to Tracey Alsobrook, Project Manager, San 
Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project, Southern California 
Edison

Thank you for your comments on the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS, which are part of the public record.  Your positive 
statements regarding consideration of your previous comments and 
the San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project are appreciated.  
Please also refer to the responses to your comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS contained in Section 4.6 of this appendix as well as the 
responses to your specific comments on the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS below.

Construction access in the noted area would be from the I-5 right-
of-way; no access into the SCE Restoration area would be required 
for widening the bridge over Agua Hedionda Lagoon or restoring 
habitat at the Dean Mitigation Site.  Specifically, access for bridge 
construction would occur from the I-5 right-of-way and access to 
the Dean Mitigation Site would be provided via an existing road 
associated with previous agricultural activity.  Proposed restoration 
at the Dean Mitigation Site would not include grading; associated 
vehicle and equipment use of the existing road would be minimal.  
As a result, no additional analysis is required.

As noted on that same page, the bike/pedestrian trail would be 
toward the top of slope and as far away from sensitive habitats as 
feasible.  Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3, Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures, identifies avoidance 
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and minimization measures to be implemented for the project to 
reduce impacts to lagoons.  These measures include a number 
of items that would serve to ensure that potential erosion would 
not affect the referenced tidal basin.  These include, but are not 
limited, to:

•	 All debris from the replacement of old bridges or 
construction of new bridges would be contained, so that it 
does not fall into rivers and lagoons.

•	 Detention basins/bioswales would be placed in the loop 
ramps, and bioswales would be placed on slopes, as 
appropriate to treat runoff from the freeway.

•	 Appropriate best management practices (BMPs) would be 
used to control erosion and sedimentation.  No sediment 
or debris would be allowed to enter the creeks, rivers, or 
lagoons.

•	 Fueling of construction equipment would only occur at a 
designated area at a distance greater than 100 feet from 
drainages/lagoons and associated plant communities, to 
preclude adverse water quality impacts.  Fuel cans and 
fueling of tools would not be allowed inside the drainages.

•	 Dust generated by proposed operations would be controlled 
with BMPs.

Regarding your concerns on project-related construction noise 
impacts in areas of sensitive habitat associated with San Dieguito 
Lagoon, these issues are addressed in Supplemental Draft  
EIR/EIS Sections 3.1.1.2, San Dieguito Lagoon, and 3.1.3,
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.  Specifically, 
the analysis in Section 3.1.1.2 evaluates potential short-term 
(construction) and long-term (operational) noise effects in applicable 
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portions of San Dieguito Lagoon and related waterways (e.g., the 
San Dieguito River).  For short-term noise, this analysis notes 
that indirect effects such as increased noise would be minimized 
through conservation measures identified in Section 3.1.3 of the
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, as well as in the Draft EIR/EIS.  These 
included such measures as the designation of Environmentally 
Sensitive Areas (ESAs) on project maps; pre-construction surveys 
to confirm the locations of sensitive species; completion of pile 
driving outside the bird breeding season; and use of bubble curtains 
of other methods to minimize acoustical impacts to aquatic species.  
This (and more) information is also contained in this Final EIR/
EIS in Sections 3.17 through 3.22 and the project Environmental 
Commitments Record (Appendix D to this Final EIR/EIS).

Regarding the comment on the San Dieguito Lagoon W19 
mitigation site, it is anticipated that mitigation associated with the 
I-5 NCC Project would not be needed at this site until fall 2016.  It 
is understood that your restoration rights are reserved within the 
San Dieguito Wetlands Restoration Project area until your Coastal 
Commission permit conditions are finalized. 

Your interest in continued coordination is appreciated and is 
important to ultimate project success.
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Response to David R. Thompson, Esq. 

Thank you for your comment on the proposed project, which is 
now part of the public record.  Your client’s preference for the No 
Build alternative and request for future contact via your office are 
noted.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Acquisition Valuation” 
and “Property Valuation” in Section 3.0 of this appendix.
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Douglas Alden <dalden@ucsd.edu>

10/15/2012 09:23 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject North Coast Bikeway

  
 

Hello,

Here are some comments on the I-5 North Coast Bikeway:

The I-5 North Coast Bikeway design has some serious flaws and need 
further study before approval.

Since this is being packaged as part of the freeway expansion why are 
cities required to pay for maintenance rather than maintenance being 
covered through highway funds?

How will the connectors be designed at major arterial intersections to 
allow bicyclists to safely cross? Will they be required to cross as 
pedestrians?

The routing of the NC Bikeway gives preferential treatment to vehicles 
over bicycles. The NC Bikeway would have more utility if it had more 
direct connections through cities rather than the circuitous routing 
that is shown on the draft maps. Please show the other alternates that
were studied and list why they were not accepted. Why is this path not 
being built with direct connections as was done along 56? How can the 
various North County bicycle groups get involved in the planning and 
route making for this project?

Thank you,

Douglas Alden
610 Marine View Avenue
Del Mar, CA 92014
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Responses to Douglas Alden

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed bike trails 
within the I-5 North Coast Corridor, which are part of the public 
record.  As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.3,
the proposed bike trail would help facilitate the I-5 North Coast 
(NC) Bike Trail by including new bike facilities within sections of 
the proposed freeway footprint.  These sections would fill in gaps 
between existing trails in the cities along I-5 and connect to other 
regional and inter-regional bicycle facilities, thus providing a more 
direct route along the coast in the project area.  The design is 
subject to continuing refinement.

Some of the connections to bikeways and trails of the local 
jurisdictions would occur outside the Caltrans right-of-way.  In 
these instances, Caltrans would construct the connections and 
the local jurisdictions would be responsible for the maintenance of 
these facilities.  State funds are not available for maintenance of 
local jurisdiction facilities.

Intersection crossings would be designed in accordance with 
applicable and routine safety standards for bikeways along local 
streets.  In some areas, cyclists may choose to dismount and 
cross at signalized intersections.

The proposed bike trail is a component of the I-5 NCC Project.  An 
objective of the project, as well as this component, is to minimize 
impacts to natural and community resources.  To accomplish this, 
the bike and pedestrian trails are proposed within the Caltrans 
right-of-way to the maximum extent practicable.  The addition of 
these trails provides cyclists and pedestrians alternatives to travel 
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on Pacific Coast Highway and enhances connections to the east.  
The routes shown were developed based on City input regarding 
the location of bike lanes within each respective local jurisdiction.

Caltrans and the City of San Diego coordinated the development 
of State Route 56 and the local neighborhoods to allow for the trail 
adjacent to the freeway corridor.  Existing development along the 
I-5 corridor constrains the development of the bike trail.

During the design phase, Caltrans will coordinate with the San 
Diego Bicycle Coalition and local jurisdictions.
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Response to Janice Barnard

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted 
and received during the public review comment period for the 
I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the 
scope of that document.  The best depiction showing the merge 
was provided in the 2010 Draft EIR/EIS on Figures 2-2.14e and 
2-2.14f.  These figures have been updated in this Final EIR/EIS 
to reflect the Preferred Alternative (please refer to Final EIR/EIS 
Figures 2-2.3, Sheets 6 through 8).

From: I-5 NCC EIR EIS
To: Tammy Ching
Subject: Fw: 805/5 flyover bridge
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 2:52:40 PM

----- Forwarded by I-5 NCC EIR EIS/D11/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/17/2012 02:52 PM -----
janice barnard <jjbarnard92014@yahoo.com>

10/02/2012 03:56 PM
Please respond to

janice barnard <jjbarnard92014@yahoo.com>

To "I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov" <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc

Subject 805/5 flyover bridge

Shay Lynn,

I cannot find an illustration of the 805/5 flyover bridge from
the point of origination to it's merge into HOV lanes. I have
looked through numerous documents and have found only one
partial drawing. Can you let me know where I can find this
information.

Thank you, 

Janice Barnard
858.509.9796
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Date:  October 10, 2012 

To:  Shay Lynn Harrison, Chief Environmental Analysis, Branch C 

From:  Janice J. Barnard 

Subject:  Comments to the Supplemental Draft EIR for Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project 
Regarding Los Penasquitos Lagoon Hydrology  

 

There are several concerns, comments, and recommendations that I have regarding the Supplemental 
Draft EIR regarding the quality of the water projected to enter the Los Penasquitos lagoon: 

 

1) All native plant replacements need to applicable to the respective eco-zone.  I did not find 
information regarding the maintenance plan for the newly created wetlands and native plant 
mitigation and restoration areas.  What is the maintain plan for these areas, who is responsible 
and what is the recommended frequency? 

2) All solutions for recommendations to improve the quality of the water entering the Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon, including biofiltration swales, biofiltration strips and detention basins, 
need to occur upstream on the east side of the I-5/56/I805 freeways and/or under bridges of                      
I-5/56 freeways and again on west side of the freeway prior to entering the lagoon area.   
Current EIR states this will be “along bike trail” at bridge crossing on Old Sorrento Valley Road 
needs to be more specific on the location.  What agency will be testing the water runoff to 
ensure the quality standards of the water entering the lagoon?   

3) I did not find information regarding the maintenance, the recommended frequency of the 
maintenance, nor the agency responsible for the maintenance of the bioswales, biofilters and 
detention basins.  The maintenance plan and ownership needs to be stated and identified.  
Maintenance includes removal of sediments, trash, cigarette butts, and contaminants.   

4) Removal of the box culvert and sediment under the I-5/56 freeways over Carmel Creek will 
increase in water flow, as stated in the EIR.  This would likely cause a significant negative water 
quality impact to Los Penasquitos lagoon due to the increase of upstream urban runoff.    
Although the bioswales will provide some filtering (maintenance is key to effectiveness), 
increased dirt, trash, yard waste, animal feces, pesticides, fertilizers and other will need 
additional processing and filtering prior to entering the lagoon.  I recommend that detention 
basins be part of the Los Penasquitos project to ensure that water quality is maintained or 
improved.   

5) Since this area is frequently used by bike riders and walkers and, with improvements in access, 
will encourage more usage, it is recommended that bag stations be included for pet droppings 
on the new trail along with trash receptacles.   

Responses to Janice J. Barnard

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record. 

The North Coast Public Works Plan/Transportation Resource 
and Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP) includes a Resource 
Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP), referred to as 
the Resource Enhancement Program (REP) in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS, which has been developed in coordination with the 
resource agencies and applicable North Coast Corridor natural 
resource stakeholders.  As discussed in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2, Compensatory Mitigation, mitigation 
site assessments serve to formalize how the habitat creation, 
restoration, enhancement, and/or other preservation activities 
proposed for each of the sites would conform to the REMP goals 
and criteria.  All final native plant palettes proposed at each 
restoration site would be reviewed by qualified biologists to ensure 
they are appropriate for the location, soils, and habitat type.

Long-term monitoring and management also would be ensured 
on each mitigation site.  Identified monitoring requirements for 
each REMP mitigation project would be conducted according to 
final habitat management plans (HMPs) and/or restoration plans.  
As described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2,
mitigation site assessments identify anticipated maintenance 
activities that would be necessary for individual mitigation projects, 
and an HMP would be prepared to further define the long-term 



RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.7.2-5

INDIVIDUALS ─ EMAIL COMMENTS

02

03

01
cont.

management responsibilities to maintain the coastal resources 
that are established through the REMP mitigation projects.  Each 
HMP would identify a resource agency-approved management 
entity to assume long-term management responsibilities.  The 
manager(s) must meet certain qualifications in order to manage 
and maintain biological mitigation sites.

The frequency of maintenance activities would be decided upon by 
the manager of the mitigation sites.  The PWP/TREP Implementation 
Plan includes a monitoring and reporting program that would 
provide a yearly assessment and summary of information and 
updates to the Implementation Framework to document mitigation 
requirements completed, and to assess available resource 
mitigation credits.  The results and assessment of each mitigation 
site, including supporting documentation, would be completed 
in consultation with persons and agencies interested in, with 
jurisdiction over (and/or affected by) the proposed development, 
including consultations with federal and state resource agencies, 
such as the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife (previously California Department 
of Fish and Game), and Regional Water Quality Control Board. 
As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3, Water 
Quality, proposed “treatment” Best Management Practice (BMP) 
siting locations and associated contributing drainage areas are 
based on the preliminary design concept; the locations would 
be further evaluated and modified during project development.  
Preliminary “treatment” BMP siting locations would be further 
assessed to determine feasibility and would be incorporated 
based on environmental and right-of-way constraints, compliance 
with design factors, and cost considerations.  The BMPs would 
be located so they intercept runoff before it enters the lagoon 
area.  Caltrans would be responsible for implementing BMPs and 
ensuring compliance with applicable storm water regulations.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.3.2, BMP Categories and 
Description, includes a list of proposed “treatment” BMPs.  As 
identified in the table, BMP Category IA includes maintenance 
BMPs such as litter pickup, toxics control, and street sweeping.  
Caltrans’ Division of Maintenance is responsible for implementing 
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maintenance BMPs as well as maintaining other BMP features as 
needed.  Structural BMPs would be located within Caltrans’ right-
of-way.  As such, all proposed “treatment” BMPs would be owned, 
operated, and permanently maintained by Caltrans.  Standard 
maintenance procedures would be implemented based on sources 
including Caltrans manuals and the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook, or other 
standard Caltrans protocols in effect at the time.

As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.1.1, Los 
Peñasquitos Lagoon, the removal of the box culvert and sediment 
would improve existing conditions to accommodate 100-year 
flood flows.  This area, like the rest of the project area, would be 
subject to BMPs to address potential project-related water quality 
concerns, based on approved Caltrans’ standards, manuals, and 
guidelines, including the Statewide Storm Water Management 
Plan (SWMP).

Thank you for your suggestion regarding bag stations for pet 
droppings.  It should be noted that, if consistent with current usage, 
some of the trails associated with the project could prohibit pets to 
prevent impacts to wildlife using corridors along the trail.  For the 
trails where pets are allowed, bag stations would be considered 
during the design phase of the project.  Please also note that the 
trails comprise community enhancements, the maintenance of 
which would be the responsibility of the applicable city.
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066) I did not find information on how freeway drainage will be managed.  The one current  sand 
filter (Austin design) located along old Sorrento Valley Road might be the appropriate type of 
filter, but the scale and the number of filter locations is inadequate to handle the current 
runoff .  The current filter is too small and not properly maintained.  It is the major source of 
contaminates, including cigarette butts, that spill over directly into the lagoon.   This is especially 
the case during the first seasonal flush.  What is the plan to manage and maintain the freeway 
drainage?     

 

 

06

With respect to your comments on project-related drainage 
and associated “treatment” capacity, this issue is addressed in 
Section 3.3, Water Quality, of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, as 
well as in Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm Water Runoff, of 
the Draft and Final EIR/EIS.  Specifically, the discussion in Section
3.3 of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS describes regulatory 
requirements and proposed BMPs related to storm water 
management and “treatment” for Caltrans projects, and notes that 
“treatment” capacity would be provided for impervious surface 
(pavement), or approximately 103 percent of the impervious 
surface acreage that would be added under the refined 8+4 Buffer 
alternative.  That number has been increased to 112 percent of the 
Preferred Alternative hardscape in this Final EIR/EIS.  Currently 
seven percent of existing impervious areas is being treated.  The 
Preferred Alternative would result in a total of 27 percent of total 
impervious areas (existing and new) being treated.  Proposed 
“treatment” BMP siting locations and associated contributing 
drainage areas are based on the preliminary design concept 
and would be further evaluated and modified during project 
development.  While an evaluation of existing “treatment” BMPs 
within the project corridor is not required in the I-5 NCC Project
EIR/EIS, your observations on the existing sand filter located 
along Old Sorrento Valley Road are appreciated.  As discussed in 
response to your Comment 04, Caltrans’ Division of Maintenance 
is responsible for implementing maintenance BMPs.
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Don Berg <grebnod2@cox.net>

09/14/2012 12:37 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Interstate I-5 expansion

  
 

At what point will mass transit be considered; after 52 lane expansion or more?
Don Berg01

Response to Don Berg

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted and 
received during the public review comment period for the I-5 NCC 
Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of 
that document.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please also refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Mass Transit,” and 
“Corridor Alternatives.”
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James Beyster <jamesbeyster@yahoo.com>

10/15/2012 04:20 PM

Please respond to
James Beyster <jamesbeyster@yahoo.com>

 

To "I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov" <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject concern about trash flushing into the Penasquiutos Lagoon at Old 
Sorrenoit Valley Road.

  
 

I live in the Del Mar Heights Area. I am very happy to see that the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
for the NCC 8+4 Buffer Alternative addresses the need for a connecting bike path from the 
current SR 56 bike path to Old Sorrento Valley Road. That will help cyclists like me avoid the 
whole Camino Real- Carmel Valley Road interchange. 
The rainy season is coming up. During the past rainy seasons, the trash that flushes out of the 
drain onto Old Sorrento Valley Road is substantial. I do what I can to pick up styrofoam and 
plastic that I find along Old Sorrento Valley Road. In the past, I have also contacted Jim 
Graham, the CalTrans superintendent for that stretch of I5. He and his crews have been a great 
help to keep the level of styrofoam and plastic debri from getting out of control along the 
100yard stretch of Old Sorrento Valley Road that borders the Eastern side of Penasquitos 
Lagoon. This is really important since all the trash that makes it onto Old Sorrento Valley Road 
can make it's way into the Eastern side of Penasquitos Lagoon. I hope you can consider 
improvements to the Old Sorrento Valley Road drain as part of the NCC 8+4 Buffer Alternative 
I5 freeway expansion in that area. If there are simple ways to improve the trapping and removal 
of the rainy season flush of styrofoam and plastic debri from the frewway at the Old Sorrento 
Valley Road drain I hope you will consider it as part of the overall EIR/EIS. 

Thank you, 

Jim Beyster 

01

02

Responses to Jim Beyster

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed bike trails 
within the I-5 North Coast Corridor, which are part of the public 
record.  Your support for implementing the connecting bike trail is 
noted.

As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3, Water 
Quality, proposed “treatment” Best Management Practice (BMP) 
siting locations and associated contributing drainage areas are 
based on the preliminary design concept and would be further 
evaluated and modified during project development.  Preliminary 
“treatment” BMP siting locations would be further assessed 
to determine feasibility and would be incorporated based on 
environmental and right-of-way constraints, compliance with 
design factors, and cost considerations.  Caltrans would be 
responsible for implementing approved BMPs and ensuring 
compliance with applicable storm water regulations, and Caltrans’ 
Division of Maintenance would be responsible for implementing 
maintenance BMPs, as discussed in Section 3.10 of this Final 
EIR/EIS.
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Charles Carlson <charles_n_carlson@yahoo.com>

09/10/2012 05:24 PM

To <i-5.ncc.eir.eis@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject North Coast Corridor Program

  
 

I have reviewed the information in Keep San Diego Moving.com and the information in the recent mailing on the 
North Coast Corridor Program.  This is a tremendous waste of taxpayer dollars.  Please stop this waste of funds.
 
Charles Carlson
(360) 887-1151
(503) 475-7231 Cell
charles_n_carlson@yahoo.com

01

Response to Charles Carlson

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  
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"Carol D. Carr" <caroldcarr@sbcglobal.net>

10/11/2012 10:24 AM

To <I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc 'Andy Hanshaw' <execdir@sdcbc.org>, 'Seth Cutter' 

<seth_cutter@dot.ca.gov>, <dalden@ucsd.edu>, 
<bikefriendlynorthcounty@googlegroups.com>, 'San Diego Bicyclist 
Forum' <San-Diego-Bicyclist-Forum@googlegroups.com>

Subject Comments on I-5 North Coast Corridor

  
 

Sent via email: I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov

Shay Lynn M. Harrison
Branch Chief
Environmental Planning Branch C
Caltrans District 11 (MS242)
4050 Taylor Street
San Diego, CA 92110

Subject: Comments on Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS

I am writing to comment on the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS, Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. I understand comments may be 
submitted by October 15th, 2012.

In your summary section S-6, there is a statement:

“A new bike/pedestrian path would be suspended from the I-5 bridge at the lagoon crossing.”

Also, in section S-6:

The “North Coast Bikeway” (NC Bikeway) also has been added as a regional enhancement (see 
Table 2.2.3. This bikeway would complement the “Coastal Rail Trail” and the “El Camino 
Bicycle Corridor,” as well as the “California Coastal Trail.” For all build alternatives, 
inclusion of the community and regional enhancements is dependent upon reaching a 
maintenance agreement with the appropriate jurisdiction. The proposed community 
enhancements have undergone analysis to evaluate their environmental impacts.

To learn more about the North Coast Bikeway, I contacted Seth Cutter, Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Coordinator/Associate Transportation Planner at Caltrans District 11 Planning Division. I asked for details 
on the portion of the North Coast Bikeway where it crosses the San Dieguito Lagoon. The Bikeway is 
drawn on the map on Figure 2-2.4c. After contacting Mr. Cutter, it appears to me the entry and exit points 
have not yet been designed. Mr. Cutter advised that the entry/exit points, or termini, of each of these 
paths will be carefully vetted with the bicycling and walking community when the time comes to complete 
the design.

I live in this area, I am an avid bicyclist, and I have looked closely at the area on Figure 2-2.4c where the 
termini are drawn in on the map. Without knowing more details, I am gravely concerned that placing the 
termini at these two locations is simply not feasible. 

I am concerned that including the bikeway without designing the entire bikeway project, including the 
termini, will result in the bikeway project not being built because of inherent problems. In the same 
manner as for the freeway traffic circulation, these details should be included before the plans are 
finalized. Specifically, I have the following questions:

1. For the terminus on Del Mar Heights Rd., how will bicyclists traveling east on Del Mar Heights Rd 
turn left to access the bikeway going north? 

01

Responses to Carol Dickinson Carr

Thank you for your comments regarding the bike element of the 
I-5 NCC Project, which are part of the public record.  The bike trail 
element is intended to add to, or complement, other existing and 
proposed trails adjacent to or near the I-5 corridor.  Final design 
for the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail would occur after project 
approval.

As with the freeway project itself, an objective to implementing 
the bike and pedestrian trails is to minimize impacts to natural 
and community resources.  To accomplish this, NC Bike Trail 
is proposed within the I-5 right-of-way to the maximum extent 
practicable.  In the areas identified in your comments (Del Mar 
Heights Road, Portofino, Via de la Valle), cyclists may dismount 
and walk through the intersections to continue their trips to the 
north or south.  Even though this may be inconvenient, the addition 
of the trails elements provides cyclists and pedestrians a viable 
alternative to travel on Pacific Coast Highway and enhances 
connections to the east. 

Caltrans would continue to coordinate with the San Diego County 
Bicycle Coalition and local agencies along the corridor to develop 
the NC Bike Trail design and maximize its safety.  
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2. For bicyclists traveling north on Portofino Drive heading for the terminus, how will they cross Del 
Mar Heights Rd at the terminus point to access the bikeway going north? 
3. How will bicyclists traveling south on the bikeway, who must exit at Del Mar Heights Rd, be able to 
turn left/east on Del Mar Heights Rd? 
4. For bicyclists continuing south on Portofino Drive, how will they turn left onto Portofino? 
5. At each of the intersections cited above, will bicyclists be required to dismount and cross as 
pedestrians at the nearest crosswalk, which may be a significant distance away from the terminus? 
6. What safety measures will be provided for the bicyclists to allow them to safely cross at these 
intersections?
Similar questions would apply to the northern terminus at Via de la Valle:

1. For the terminus on Via de la Valle, how will bicyclists traveling west on Via de la Valle turn left to 
access the bikeway going south? 
2. How will bicyclists traveling north on the bikeway, who must exit at Via de la Valle, be able to turn 
left/west on Via de la Valle? 
3. At each of these intersections, will bicyclists be required to dismount and cross as pedestrians at 
the nearest crosswalk, which may be a significant distance away from the terminus? 
4. What safety measures will be provided for the bicyclists to allow them to safely cross at these 
intersections?
It appears the routing of the bikeway gives preferential treatment to vehicles over bicycles. Why is this 
path not being built with direct connections as was done along State Route 56?

Since this bikeway is presented as part of the freeway expansion overall project, why is implementation of 
the bikeway dependent on the local cities paying for their maintenance? Why are cities required to pay 
this? Shouldn’t the maintenance be covered through highway funds in the same manner as the freeway 
itself?

Finally, what other alternatives were studied as part of proposing this bikeway, and why were they found 
to be not acceptable?

I would encourage you to immediately contact the San Diego County Bicycle Coalition 
(execdir@sdcbc.org) as well as the Solana Beach Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Chair 
(dalden@ucsd.edu), so they can work with Caltrans to complete the design in time for this bikeway to 
become a workable plan. Mr. Cutter’s proposal to have the plans vetted by the bicycling and walking 
community is an important first step, but it needs to be designed now to assure viability before the overall 
plans are adopted.

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfully submitted,

Carol Dickinson Carr
11305 Carmel Creek Rd
San Diego, CA 92130
Member, San Diego County Bicycle Coalition

cc. Andy Hanshaw, Executive Director, San Diego County Bicycle Coalition
Seth Cutter, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator/Associate Transportation Planner, Caltrans District 11 

Douglas Alden, Chair, Solana Beach Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Bikefriendlynorthcounty@googlegroups.com
San-Diego-Bicyclist-Forum@googlegroups.com
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Caltrans and the City of San Diego worked together to coordinate 
the development of State Route 56 and local neighborhoods in 
order to allow for the trail along the freeway corridor.  Since the 
I-5 corridor is completely developed, opportunities are fewer and 
constraints are greater for joint development of a pedestrian or 
bike trail.

Some of the connections to bike and pedestrian trails of the local 
jurisdictions would occur outside the Caltrans right-of-way.  In these 
instances, Caltrans would construct the connections and local 
jurisdictions would be responsible for the maintenance of these 
facilities.  Highway funds would not be available for maintenance 
of these facilities.

The routes shown were developed based on City input regarding 
the location of bike lanes within each respective local jurisdiction.  
In most cases, this means the incorporation of routes shown on 
local jurisdiction circulation elements or recreational pathway 
maps.  Because the bike lanes proposed in the project would be 
subject to local agency preference and maintenance, alternatives 
to the routes shown were not developed. 

Preliminary plans are developed for the purposes of conducting 
environmental review of project elements.  More detailed design 
plans are typically not prepared until after project approval.  As noted 
in the response to your Comment 01, Caltrans would continue to 
coordinate with the San Diego County Bicycle Coalition and local 
agencies along the corridor to develop the bike trail design if the 
project were approved.
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hugh cree <hughcree@gmail.com>

10/02/2012 11:20 AM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Supplemental draft i-% EIR/EIS

  
 

Hi, 

Where do I find a PDF copy for the Supplemental I-5 North draft EIR/EIS to respond to? All I 
can find are short notice & summaries. http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist11/Env_docs/I-
5NCC/5NCSupplemental.html

Also how do I submit my comments to this? I did submit comment and questions on the 
original I-5 EIR, but never received any confirmation of receipt. 

I appreciate your help. 

Regards 
Hugh Cree 
Del Mar.

01

Response to Hugh Cree

Thank you for your interest in the project.  If you had clicked on the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS at the site you forwarded, the entire 
document would have come up.  Comments were accepted via 
mail, email, or at the public hearing.

Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are part of this 
Final EIR/EIS and are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix. 
Caltrans does not have a record of a comment received from you 
on the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Jim Curl <jcurl@san.rr.com>

09/27/2012 02:55 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Bikeway Over Freeway

  
 

Shay Lynn Harrison, Chief 
Environmental Analysis, Branch C 
California Department of Transportation, district 11 
4050 Taylor Street, MS 242 
San Diego, CA 92110 
 
Dear Ms. Harrison, 
 
I am a cyclist and a member of several cycling organizations in North County, 
including The San Diego County Bicycle Coalition. 
 
Routing cyclists onto a path that parallels the freeway, far from the N/S coastal 
corridor on PCH, will be a waste of money. 
 
Better that CALTRANS fix the awful on/off ramps at several of the new I-15 
interchanges (especially Poway Rd./Rancho Penasquitos and the Camp Pendleton Harbor 
Dr.) which p[rovide no clear path for a well-used cycling way. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this, 
 
Jim Curl 
13765 Mira Montana Dr. 
San Diego, CA  92014

01

02

Responses to Jim Curl

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed bike trails 
within the I-5 North Coast Corridor, which are part of the public 
record.  As discussed in Table 2.2.3 of the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and Table ES.12 of this Final EIR/EIS, the proposed bike 
trail would help facilitate the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail by 
including new bike trail facilities within sections of the proposed 
freeway footprint.  These sections would fill in gaps between 
existing trails in the cities along I-5 and connect to other regional 
and inter-regional bicycle facilities, thus providing a more direct 
route along the coast in the project area.  The addition of project 
trails provides cyclists and pedestrians alternatives to travel on 
Pacific Coast Highway and enhances connections to the east.

The interchanges along I-15 are unrelated to the I-5 NCC Project,
and, therefore, are beyond the purview of this environmental 
document.  With regard to Harbor Drive, as shown on Figure 2-2.4j
of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, Caltrans suggests a 
continuation of the NC Bike Trail crossing I-5 at Harbor Drive.  
Ramp crossings in the upgraded condition would be implemented 
subject to standard safety design.
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Ruth Gillespie <gillespie511@gmail.com>

09/11/2012 04:05 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject I-5 Expansion

  
 

I strongly oppose this expansion plan. Are we just going to continue expanding freeways until 
they totally consume whatever happens to be in their way? What about the impact on air, our 
lagoons, not to mention housing that will end up closer to the freeway than originally planned?

Ruth Gillespie 
Carlsbad, CA

01

Response to Ruth Gillespie

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  Please refer 
to Topical Response “Project Lifespan” regarding the time frames 
for planned transportation improvements and the anticipated 
duration of benefit.

With regard to air quality, as described in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 2.2.1.5, one of the key objectives of the I-5 NCC 
Project is to improve the efficient regional movement of people 
and goods, averting future conditions associated with substantial 
gridlock on the facility.  Improvement of traffic flow, along with 
the provision of improved bicycle and pedestrian facilities as 
community enhancements, would improve regional air quality once 
in operation.  Please also refer to Topical Response “Air Pollutants” 
in Section 3.0 of this appendix for additional information.

Potential project-related effects to lagoons, along with associated 
impact avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures, were 
a focus of analysis in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and have 
been carried over into this Final EIR/EIS.  As described, substantial 
avoidance and minimization efforts have been incorporated into 
the project’s design, and an extensive mitigation package for 
unavoidable impacts to habitats and related plant and animal 
species has been developed in concert with wildlife agencies.  
Overall, and as shown in the Public Works Plan/Transportation 
and Resource Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP), project 
mitigation would be part of a comprehensive solution for coastal 
natural resources and ecosystems that would provide greater 
benefits to corridor-wide resources than a traditional ratio-based, 
project-specific mitigation approach.  The Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS also described the results of additional detailed studies 
regarding potential impacts to the biology and hydrology of the six 
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coastal lagoons and related waterways within the project corridor.  
This evaluation incorporated the results of associated technical 
analyses including biological assessments, hydrologic and 
hydraulic studies, and Caltrans’ interaction with lagoon scientists; 
it was intended to meet the project’s objectives while maximizing 
the health and function of the lagoons through efforts such as 
improved bridge and channel designs to improve tidal flushing 
(water exchange).  As a result of the described design measures 
and related efforts, project implementation would contribute to the 
improved health of the lagoons and associated ecosystems.  Please 
also refer to the Environmental Commitments Record (Appendix D
of this Final EIR/EIS) for a list of avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures associated with the lagoons, and to Topical 
Response “Lagoon Evaluations” for additional information on 
potential project-related impacts to coastal lagoons. 

Potential effects related to the proximity of housing to I-5 are 
beyond the scope of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS.  Responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of 
this appendix.
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Nancy Goliff <nancygo@earthlink.net>

09/27/2012 12:38 PM

Please respond to
Nancy Goliff <nancygo@earthlink.net>

 

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Noise impact of I-5 expansion in south Carlsbad

  
 

I am particularly concerned about a short stretch of southbound I-5 south of Poinsettia that impacts San 
Bartolo Street. No noise remediation is recommended in the report. Residents along San Bartolo are part 
of a senior community of manufactured homes. They do not have the resources to protest or even to 
request a reconsideration of your decision. I'm asking for a sound wall to be erected. -- Nancy Goliff, 
President, Lakeshore Gardens Association

01

Response to Nancy Goliff, President of Lakeshore Gardens 
Association

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted and 
received during the public review comment period for the I-5 NCC 
Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of 
that document.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are 
addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  As described in the 
Draft EIR/EIS, Soundwall S737 was evaluated in the right-of-way 
along the southbound side of I-5, just south of Poinsettia Lane.  The 
soundwall was noted as potentially providing a feasible reduction 
in highway traffic noise for 17 mobile homes represented by noise 
receptors R13.13 through R13.16 (Table 3.15.27).  Soundwall 
S737 was not recommended for construction, however, due to 
the estimated construction cost exceeding the allowable cost 
(Table 3.15.28).  Please also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall 
Considerations” regarding the evaluation of noise effects and 
procedures for evaluating potential attenuation.
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<jgraboi@earthlink.net>

09/18/2012 03:51 PM

Please respond to
<jgraboi@earthlink.net>

 

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Conflicting Schedule for I-5 Meeting and Encinitas City Council Meeting

  
 

Dear Shay Lynn,

I am writing to express my disappointment that the I-5 event scheduled for tomorrow night at the Encinitas 
Senior Center, will be held at the same time as the Encinitas City Council Meeting. This concerns me 
greatly because tomorrow night's Council Meeting will include an update of the General Plan, which we 
have been involved with for the past 3 years. There have been a number of issues that have arisen 
during this process, and since it will be in place for the next 30 years, many in the community want to be 
present to make comments about this issue, as well as attend a public hearing about 8 million dollars of 
bonds that the City wants to float to pay for building the Encinitas Park and upgrading Moonlight Beach.

Similarly, many residents are concerned about the proposed improvements to I-5, which will have a 
significant impact on the communities of Cardiff, Old Encinitas, and Leucadia. We have very involved
citizens in Encinitas, and I regret that I will not be able to join you tomorrow to learn more about the new 
plans for I-5, and especially so that I can support my friends and neighbors who will be significantly 
impacted by this project. 

Can you please tell me what other dates you have reserved for presentations to North County residents, 
so that I can participate in future I-5 meetings? I am deeply saddened that the events were not better 
coordinated to consider the needs of stakeholders and customers who will pay for the 
I-5 project.

Sincerely, 

Julie Graboi

760-436-7818

01

Response to Julie Graboi

While Caltrans highly values public input, it is not possible to avoid 
all scheduling conflicts.  Although no additional public meetings 
were held, public comments on the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
were also accepted via mail and email.
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Frank Grant <fwgrant@gmail.com>

09/24/2012 04:51 PM

To <i-5.ncc.eir.eis@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject San Elijo Lagoon Comment

  
 

Thanks for the September mailer. 

My comment would be to build a pedestrian boardwalk across the San Elijo lagoon parallelling 
101 from Solana Beach connecting to the restaurants (light there for pedestrians to cross over to 
the other side there and continue north along the State Park walkway) and if you want - connect 
to trails east of the train tracks and back to the visitor center. Similar to what other states do in 
florida and carolina's across inland water. Beautiful, gives people access to birds and lagoon 
without ecologic destruction, allows for dunes to grow, etc. 

I can design it if you'd like! 

--
Frank Grant
Encinitas, California 
760-533-1520 

01

Response to Frank Grant

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
As described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.1.2, the 
identification of community enhancements began in 2005 with 
meetings with city staff, followed in 2006 by additional city meetings, 
as well as meetings with community planning groups, community 
input meetings open to the public, and/or city council hearings 
on the topic.  Based on public input, potential enhancement 
projects were identified as most or least appropriate based on 
community votes and comments received at community meetings 
in San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside.  The proposed 
community enhancements have been analyzed to evaluate their 
environmental effects.  Given this extensive process, no additional 
community enhancement suggestions are being considered in 
association with the I-5 NCC Project at this time.
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        15 October 2012
Paul Henkart

        918 Santa Hidalga
        Solana Beach, CA 92075
Shay Lynn Harrison
Environmental Analysis Branch, Chief
CA Department of Transportation -- District 11
Division of Environmental Analysis, 
MS 242
4050 Taylor Street
San Diego, CA  92110

COMMENTS on I-5 North Coast Corridor Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 

Dear Ms. Harrison,
This letter contains my comments regarding the San Elijo Lagoon and bikeway portions 

of the August 31 SDEIR.   The firm of Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger has submitted comments 
regarding the freeway portion of the SDEIR for me.

I. San Elijo Lagoon bridge and restoration. 
1. Why doesn’t the SDEIR consider the effect of each lagoon alternative (1a, 2a, 

and 2b) on the pedestrian trail system within the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological 
Reserve? Why doesn’t the SDEIR consider human usage of the reserve?

2. Why do all the alternatives change the lagoon’s “east basin” from upland or fresh 
water to tidal?  Why isn’t there an alternative of leaving the dike separating east 
basin from the central basin in place?

3. Why doesn’t the SDEIR consider the effects of lagoon inlet widening and location 
change on beach sand?

4. Why isn’t there a clear statement about the use of jetties at the San Elijo Lagoon 
inlet as recommended on pages 43 and 63/64 of the April 2012 “CALTRANS 
Bridge Optimization Study” (part of the SDEIR)?  Will jetties be built at the San 
Elijo Lagoon inlet?

5. While the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy’s (SELC) restoration project is 
“concurrent” with the I-5 widening, which EIR will be used? Why didn’t the 
Caltrans SDEIR address points submitted to the Corps of Engineers and San 
Diego County Park and Recreation in December 2011 as part of SELC “scoping”?

6. Why isn’t there a bathymetry map similar to bridge optimization figures 4-4, 4-5, 
4-6, 4-7 for year 2100 with sea level rise included?

7. Why isn’t the removal of the dike specifically discussed? How will birders, 
photographers, and nature viewers observe the central portion of east basin as 
done currently?  How will these folk cross the lagoon?  

8. What is the mitigation for changing the habitat of “east basin” to tidal?
9. Why isn’t a pedestrian tunnel or bridge across the railroad tracks considered?  

And across 101?
10. Why is there no discussion of access or restoration of the SELC new Gateway 

parcel?
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Responses to Paul Henkart 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.2.1, San 
Elijo Lagoon, the San Elijo Lagoon Restoration Project (SELRP) 
is in the planning stage.  As a result, the analysis of bridge 
optimization for the I-5 San Elijo Lagoon bridge considered the 
various restoration scenarios to ensure that the bridge option 
selected would be compatible with the restoration option selected.  
The I-5 NCC Project EIR/EIS is properly focused on impacts 
associated with I-5; impacts associated with the restoration 
program are undergoing separate evaluation.  The Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS provided additional information regarding specifics 
of bridge design, and lagoon health, fluvial and tidal influence, 
among other things.  The I-5 NCC Project’s impacts to parks and 
recreational facilities, including the San Elijo Lagoon Ecological 
Reserve, however, were discussed and analyzed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS, with updated analysis provided in this Final EIR/EIS 
in Section 3.1.3.  Regardless of the design scenario ultimately 
selected for San Elijo Lagoon restoration, the I-5 NCC Project
would accommodate the pedestrian trail system in the reserve.

The alternatives for the SELRP are not part of the proposed 
project, but are occurring concurrently, so they must be considered 
in the project analysis.  The SELRP has developed the potential 
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restoration alternatives with the objective of restoring the lagoon’s 
functions and habitat values to the extent feasible, given the 
constraints presented by surrounding existing and current 
development.  Caltrans has no control over the content of the 
SELRP alternatives or their development.  

The proposed improvements to the San Elijo Lagoon associated 
with the I-5 NCC Project include the construction of a new bridge 
with a 261-foot channel bottom width.  The widening of the lagoon 
inlet is associated with one of the alternatives of the SELRP and is 
not part of the project.  As such, the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS 
does not analyze impacts of the lagoon inlet widening and location 
on beach sand.  Sediment transport for the restoration scenarios 
relative to I-5 improvements was addressed, however, in the 
Hydrology/Hydraulics discussion of San Elijo Lagoon in Chapter 3
of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, and has been carried over into 
Section 3.9, Hydrology/Drainage, of this Final EIR/EIS.

The jetties would be a part of the SELRP, which is not a part of the 
I-5 NCC Project.  The Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS summarizes 
the four potential SELRP scenarios.  It is not the role of the I-5
NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS to fully discuss each 
component of the SELRP, but rather, to provide a summary of 
the potential SELRP alternatives for use in determining how the 
I-5 NCC Project impacts potentially could affect them.  If a reader 
wishes to find more detailed information regarding the SELRP, 
the reader may refer to the San Elijo Lagoon Bridge Optimization 
Study or detailed reports for the SELRP.  The ultimate decision 
regarding the use of jetties is unrelated to the I-5 NCC Project.

Each EIR is responsible for identifying the project impacts for the 
project it is analyzing.  Caltrans will be using the I-5 NCC Project 
EIR/EIS for analyzing I-5 related impacts and determining required 
mitigation.  Caltrans is not responsible for responding to comments 
received by another lead agency on a separate project.  Caltrans 
addresses the SELRP solely to ensure that the proposed I-5 
improvements would not adversely affect the scenario ultimately 
chosen by others for the lagoon.



RESPONSES

Appendix H: Responses to Comments

I-5 North Coast Corridor Project Final EIR/EIS
Page H-5.7.2-22

INDIVIDUALS ─ EMAIL COMMENTS

09

10

06

07

08

Bathymetry maps reflect the location of the ground surface.  
Bathymetry would change under the various alternatives because 
of the grading that would occur and, thus, is reflected in the figures 
referenced by this comment.  While sea level rise is anticipated to 
change the elevation of the water surface, it is not anticipated to 
adversely affect the topography of the lagoon floor.  Figures 12-1 
through 12-4 of the San Elijo Lagoon Bridge Optimization Study 
provide information regarding 100-year flood levels with sea level 
rise under the various restoration alternatives.

The I-5 NCC Project does not include the removal of the dike at 
San Elijo Lagoon.

As discussed in Final EIR/EIS Section 3.9, Hydrology/Drainage,
the proposed I-5 bridge construction across San Elijo Lagoon with 
a 261-foot channel bottom width would result in increased tidal 
range and fluvial flow characteristics, but would not convert the 
“east basin” to a tidal regime. 

The I-5 NCC Project includes a pedestrian path on the southern 
abutment and along the eastern fill slopes, similar to existing 
conditions.  A proposed bike/pedestrian trail connection would 
be provided on the western side of I-5 from Lomas Santa Fe 
to Manchester Avenue.  The focus of pedestrian community 
enhancements associated with the I-5 NCC Project is within or 
immediately adjacent to the I-5 right-of-way.  Pedestrian access 
across the railroad tracks or across Highway 101 is beyond the 
scope of the project.

The I-5 NCC Project would not result in access or impacts to 
the San Elijo Lagoon Conservancy new Gateway parcel.  The 
Gateway parcel is an open space enhancement and the City of 
Solana Beach is the lead agency along with the San Elijo Lagoon 
Conservancy.
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11
II. Bikeway and pedestrian walkway 

1. Why are pedestrians and bicycles mixed on the San Elijo Lagoon portion when 
pedestrians could use the existing dirt road as they do now? Bicycles are not 
permitted on the lagoon trails

2. Why doesn’t the bike/pedestrian bridge over San Elijo Lagoon connect with the 
Manchester Park and Ride? The Manchester Park and Ride will become a de 
facto lagoon parking spot since it will be the closest to the freeway and it will be 
adjacent to the only cross-lagoon access.  How will bikes and pedestrians safely 
cross Manchester Rd.?

3. Why doesn’t the bikeway connect with Mira Costa Community College? The 
proposed bikeway over the lagoon is the only bike access across the lagoon.

4. Why aren’t a bikeway and pedestrian walk considered along Manchester Road 
both east and west of I-5?

5. How do bicycles and pedestrians cross Via De La Valle safely and efficiently, 
especially during Del Mar Fairground events? Specifics are needed.

6. Why doesn’t SDEIR Figure 2-2.5 show the bikeway?  Will the bikeway cause any 
further shading?  If so, how will that be mitigated?

11

12

13
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16

The project provides a proposed bike/pedestrian trail connection 
at the western side of I-5 from Lomas Santa Fe to Manchester 
Avenue, within the Caltrans right-of-way.  The bicycle and 
pedestrian access in this area is co-located in order to limit the 
footprint of the facility and the potential for human intrusion into 
the habitat.  Co-located bike/pedestrian trails are anticipated to 
consist of an eight-foot-wide paved bike path with an adjacent soft-
surface trail for pedestrians.  The proposed bike/pedestrian trail 
connection would be designed to prevent bicycle access (using 
bollards or a U-shaped design) to the pedestrian trails that directly 
access the ecological preserve.  As discussed in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.2.1, San Elijo Lagoon, in the vicinity of 
the lagoon, the bike/pedestrian path would be placed closer to I-5 
to minimize indirect effects to sensitive saltmarsh species.

The bike/pedestrian path connection at the western side of I-5 
from Lomas Santa Fe to Manchester Avenue would connect with 
the I-5 North Coast (NC) Bike Trail, which continues north along 
Manchester Avenue and south for a small distance.  The portion of 
the NC Bike Trail that proceeds south from this intersection would 
provide adequate access to the proposed Manchester Avenue San 
Elijo Multi-use Facility.  Specifically, proposed improvements to 
Manchester Avenue include a 10- to 12-foot-wide sidewalk on the 
south side of the roadway and a 5-foot-wide sidewalk on the north 
side.  In addition, two crosswalks (for north-south and east-west 
circulation) are proposed at the Manchester Avenue/southbound 
ramps intersection, and an east-west crosswalk is proposed at 
the Manchester Avenue/northbound ramps intersection.  The 
proposed new intersection of Manchester Avenue and the 
Manchester Avenue Direct Access Ramp (DAR) east of I-5 would 
be signalized to facilitate safe access by pedestrians and bicycles, 
and sidewalks leading to the proposed San Elijo Multi-use Facility 
would be provided.  A crosswalk for north-south circulation would 
also be provided at this intersection, and bike lanes would be 
included for both directions of travel along Manchester Avenue 
within the interchange limits. 
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The proposed bike/pedestrian trail connection provides a 
connection to the I-5 NC Bike Trail.  As shown on Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4d, North Coast Bikeway Elements, 
(Figure 2-3.4d of this Final EIR/EIS) part of the project within 
Caltrans’ right-of-way would connect to the existing El Camino 
Real Regional Bicycle Corridor. 

As shown on Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4d (Figure
2-3.4d of this Final EIR/EIS), the El Camino Real Regional Bicycle 
Corridor traverses along Manchester Avenue to the east and west 
of I-5.

As shown on Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figure 2-2.4c, (Figure
2-3.4c of this Final EIR/EIS), the I-5 NC Bike Trail proposed as 
part of the project within Caltrans’ right-of-way would connect to 
the existing Mid-County Regional Bicycle Corridor.  Intersections 
would be signalized and have crosswalks.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Figures 2-2.4a though 2-2.4j 
(Figures 2-3.4a through 2-3.4j of this Final EIR/EIS), provide 
detailed illustrations of the NC Bike Trail, including improvements 
associated with the project.  Figure 2-2.5, Manchester DAR Park 
and Ride Illustration (Figure 2-2.5b of this Final EIR/EIS), is
intended to focus on the San Elijo Multi-use Facility.  Because 
bike trail elements are illustrated in the 10 figures proceeding 
Figure 2-2.5, it is not necessary to include them on Figure 2-2.5.
As discussed in Section 3.1.2.1, San Elijo Lagoon, the project 
would result in additional shading impacts to waters of the U.S. 
and State wetlands.  The bike/pedestrian trail would occur within 
the same slope footprint of the bridge and would not result in an 
increase in direct impacts, including shading.  Please also refer to 
Final EIR/EIS Section 3.17, Natural Communities.
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From: I-5 NCC EIR EIS
To: Tammy Ching
Subject: Fw: Comments on Draft EIR/EIS
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 2:51:02 PM

----- Forwarded by I-5 NCC EIR EIS/D11/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/17/2012 02:50 PM -----
<dhodun@comcast.net>

09/25/2012 01:42 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc

Subject Comments on Draft EIR/EIS

To whom this may concern,

I have grave concerns of what SANDAG is doing to the future prospects of its
citizens. Gas prices within the San Diego metro area are anywhere from $3.95-$4.21
per gallon. Traffic projections continue to rise yet due to the cost of operating and
owning a vehicle increases, models should be adjusted to decrease. WSDOT has
continuously projected traffic on SR 520 to increase at a slight incline, yet there was a
peak and had not increased at all. After tolling began, traffic began to decrease.
Instead of building more lanes, it would be wise for SANDAG to focus infrastructure
improvements on the LOSSAN rail corridor, connecting transit services, and
interconnected street grids for more alternatives for drivers. I do like the idea of
collector distributor roads in order to separate local traffic from those travelling longer
distances, but the objective should be the pour the least amount of concrete possible.

The proposed alternative options do not include Variable Speed Limits which the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) has implimented on
Interstate 5 northbound from Boeing Field Access Rd. to the Interstate 90
interchange. Capacity can be increased in the short term through a few items.
1) Clearing accidents as soon as possible by having incident response teams ready
during the rush-hours. This has allowed minor accidents to be cleared within 30
minutes and fatality accidents in about 3 hours depending on circumstances.
2) Variable speed limit gantries would inform drivers to slow down or change lanes
due to accidents and slower traffic ahead. These could prvent accidents from drivers
lack of attention on the roadway and increase their awareness of their surroundings.

These could definitely be a part of the 2.2.3 Proposed Alternative. A more
comprehensive plan for mass-transit however should be sought on the same scale as
a 30 mile freeway expansion as 2.2.1 proposes.

2.2.1 only includes building freeway alternatives. I believe other alternatives should
include multimodal transit. Move SanDiego has proposed a route network of what are
called quickways which would be used exclusively by buses and emergency vehicles.

01

Response to Daniel Hodun

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail 
Preference,” and “Mass Transit” in Section 3.0 of this appendix, 
regarding public transportation improvements currently being 
planned for the North Coast Corridor, as well as Topical Response 
“Corridor Alternatives” regarding alternatives previously evaluated 
for the corridor, including transportation system management 
measures.
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These could allow local bus routes to service downtown San Diego and in the future
have trunk lines with frequent connecting bus service.

I am astonished that SANDAG would like to add between 96 and 146 feet to the
Insterate 5 right-of-way. That could easily contain 4 rail tracks with much more
capacity than the Interstate could ever provide. At this point, I would be satisfied with
a No-Build Alternative and update interchanges along with adding a transportation
management system. These investments into the freweay system would be better
directed at expanding Coaster Rail to an all day service with minimum 20 minute
headways. 

I would encourage SANDAG to put more effort into the LOSSAN rail corridor rather
than more freeway expansion to better accomadate future growth that could be linked
toward urban centers rather than the continued persistance on suburban sprawl.

Sincerely,
Daniel Hodun

01
cont.
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From: I-5 NCC EIR EIS
To: Tammy Ching
Subject: Fw: [BikeFriendlySDNC] Comments on I-5 North Coast Corridor
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 2:58:55 PM

----- Forwarded by I-5 NCC EIR EIS/D11/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/17/2012 02:58 PM -----
Serge Issakov <serge.issakov@gmail.com>

10/11/2012 01:23 PM

To <bikefriendlynorthcounty@googlegroups.com>
cc <I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@dot.ca.gov>, Andy Hanshaw

<execdir@sdcbc.org>, Seth Cutter <seth_cutter@dot.ca.gov>,
<dalden@ucsd.edu>, San Diego Bicyclist Forum <San-Diego-
Bicyclist-Forum@googlegroups.com>

Subject Re: Comments on I-5 North Coast Corridor [BikeFriendlySDNC]

Wow, Carol. Great catch and an absolutely outstanding letter. Your point about
needing to figure out these details and answers these questions as part of the
project design from the beginning cannot be over-emphasized, for the exact reasons
you give. 

Thank you for writing this and sharing it!

I will write something similar and urge everyone else to do the same.

Serge

On Thu, Oct 11, 2012 at 10:24 AM, Carol D. Carr <caroldcarr@sbcglobal.net>
wrote:
Sent via email: I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov

Shay Lynn M. Harrison
Branch Chief
Environmental Planning Branch C
Caltrans District 11 (MS242)
4050 Taylor Street
San Diego, CA 92110

Subject: Comments on Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS

I am writing to comment on the Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Draft EIR/EIS, Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement. I understand comments may be
submitted by October 15th, 2012.

In your summary section S-6, there is a statement:

“A new bike/pedestrian path would be suspended from the I-5 bridge at the lagoon crossing.”

Also, in section S-6:

02

Responses to Serge Issakov

Thank you for your comment regarding the design of the I-5 North 
Coast Bike Trail, which is part of the public record.  Preliminary 
plans are developed for the purposes of conducting environmental 
review of project elements.  More detailed design plans are typically 
not prepared until after project approval.  Caltrans would continue 
to coordinate with the San Diego County Bicycle Coalition and 
local agencies along the corridor to develop the bike trail design if 
the project is approved.

The forwarded email that comprises the body of Comment 02 was 
separately submitted.  That original comment and the responses 
to it are located under the response to Comments 01 through 05 
submitted by Carol Dickenson Carr in this section.
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The “North Coast Bikeway” (NC Bikeway) also has been added as a regional enhancement
(see Table 2.2.3. This bikeway would complement the “Coastal Rail Trail” and the “El
Camino Bicycle Corridor,” as well as the “California Coastal Trail.” For all build
alternatives, inclusion of the community and regional enhancements is dependent upon
reaching a maintenance agreement with the appropriate jurisdiction. The proposed
community enhancements have undergone analysis to evaluate their environmental impacts.

To learn more about the North Coast Bikeway, I contacted Seth Cutter, Bicycle and Pedestrian
Coordinator/Associate Transportation Planner at Caltrans District 11 Planning Division. I asked for
details on the portion of the North Coast Bikeway where it crosses the San Dieguito Lagoon. The
Bikeway is drawn on the map on Figure 2-2.4c. After contacting Mr. Cutter, it appears to me the entry
and exit points have not yet been designed. Mr. Cutter advised that the entry/exit points, or termini, of
each of these paths will be carefully vetted with the bicycling and walking community when the time
comes to complete the design.

I live in this area, I am an avid bicyclist, and I have looked closely at the area on Figure 2-2.4c where
the termini are drawn in on the map. Without knowing more details, I am gravely concerned that
placing the termini at these two locations is simply not feasible. 

I am concerned that including the bikeway without designing the entire bikeway project, including the
termini, will result in the bikeway project not being built because of inherent problems. In the same
manner as for the freeway traffic circulation, these details should be included before the plans are
finalized. Specifically, I have the following questions:

1. For the terminus on Del Mar Heights Rd., how will bicyclists traveling east on Del Mar Heights
Rd turn left to access the bikeway going north? 
2. For bicyclists traveling north on Portofino Drive heading for the terminus, how will they cross
Del Mar Heights Rd at the terminus point to access the bikeway going north?
3. How will bicyclists traveling south on the bikeway, who must exit at Del Mar Heights Rd, be
able to turn left/east on Del Mar Heights Rd?
4. For bicyclists continuing south on Portofino Drive, how will they turn left onto Portofino?
5. At each of the intersections cited above, will bicyclists be required to dismount and cross as
pedestrians at the nearest crosswalk, which may be a significant distance away from the terminus?
6. What safety measures will be provided for the bicyclists to allow them to safely cross at these
intersections?
Similar questions would apply to the northern terminus at Via de la Valle:

1. For the terminus on Via de la Valle, how will bicyclists traveling west on Via de la Valle turn left
to access the bikeway going south? 
2. How will bicyclists traveling north on the bikeway, who must exit at Via de la Valle, be able to
turn left/west on Via de la Valle?
3. At each of these intersections, will bicyclists be required to dismount and cross as pedestrians
at the nearest crosswalk, which may be a significant distance away from the terminus?
4. What safety measures will be provided for the bicyclists to allow them to safely cross at these
intersections?
It appears the routing of the bikeway gives preferential treatment to vehicles over bicycles. Why is this
path not being built with direct connections as was done along State Route 56?

Since this bikeway is presented as part of the freeway expansion overall project, why is implementation
of the bikeway dependent on the local cities paying for their maintenance? Why are cities required to
pay this? Shouldn’t the maintenance be covered through highway funds in the same manner as the
freeway itself?

02
cont.
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Finally, what other alternatives were studied as part of proposing this bikeway, and why were they
found to be not acceptable?

I would encourage you to immediately contact the San Diego County Bicycle Coalition
(execdir@sdcbc.org) as well as the Solana Beach Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Chair
(dalden@ucsd.edu), so they can work with Caltrans to complete the design in time for this bikeway to
become a workable plan. Mr. Cutter’s proposal to have the plans vetted by the bicycling and walking
community is an important first step, but it needs to be designed now to assure viability before the
overall plans are adopted.

Thank you for your attention.

Respectfully submitted,

Carol Dickinson Carr
11305 Carmel Creek Rd
San Diego, CA 92130
Member, San Diego County Bicycle Coalition

cc. Andy Hanshaw, Executive Director, San Diego County Bicycle Coalition
Seth Cutter, Bicycle and Pedestrian Coordinator/Associate Transportation Planner, Caltrans District 11 

 Douglas Alden, Chair, Solana Beach Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee
Bikefriendlynorthcounty@googlegroups.com
San-Diego-Bicyclist-Forum@googlegroups.com

02
cont.
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lee juskalian <drbig@me.com>

10/14/2012 10:24 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject 2009

  
 

was the date to begin construction. what happened after that hearing at paul 
ecke school in encinitas is beyond me?

i, lee juskalian of 312 harrisburg dr. encinitas, a member of sierra club, 
and past exec. board member of sierra club rocky mountain chapter(1974-77),
hereby approve, totally the proposal to expand I-5 by 4 h.o.v. lanes.

please begin construction a.s.a.p.

sincerely,

mr. lee j. juskalian murp(master of urban/regional planning, u. of colo. '77)
drbig@me.com

01

Response to Lee J. Juskalian

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
Your support for an 8+4 alternative, which is consistent with the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final EIR/EIS, is noted.  If 
the project is approved, construction could begin as early as 2015.
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"Knott, Jimmy" <jhk3@cox.net>

10/14/2012 12:19 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Oceanside should receive Mitigation's for the properties affected not 
another city

  
 

Folks,
I've read your Report with great concern in a number of areas, I feel it 
does not and will not reflect reality once the shovel hits the road.
But what I specifically write on is your plans for the taken/affecting 
the waterways in Oceanside page 3-43, it is most concerning in that the 
Loma Alta Creek is known to have flooding problems affect lots of homes 
and businesses and is in need of rehabilitation yet you want to shift 
that rehabilitation mitigation to San Dieguito and Agua Hedionda and the 
San Luis Rey has a problem with some issues of debri collection after 
storm events and needs to have it's vegetation controlled for public 
safety from flooding yet you want to once again send these mitigation's 
to San Dieguito and Agua Hedionda.
Are you NUTS?
You want to affect two highly sensitive and problematic waterways and 
then not compensate for the damage being done to these waterways?
Excuse me you did, somewhere else is the placement of your mitigations 
but you've by your actions you will have impacted hundreds of Oceanside 
Citizens, Businesses and visitors to Oceanside, like you don't give a 
damn. Is someone in your office bought off to prefer other sites? You 
aren't helping your cause here in Oceanside, you're shooting yourself in 
the foot.
You need to rethink your strategy here otherwise you risk more 
opposition to the project, please get reasonable and develop some common 
sense.
Mitigate in the cities where you affect that city.
Thank you,
Jimmy Knott III
City Council Candidate
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Response to Jimmy Knott III

Thank you for your comments regarding project-related concerns 
on wetland mitigation sites, which are part of the public record.  
Please note that the identified mitigation sites are intended to 
address impacts to sensitive biological resources, rather than 
flooding considerations.  Potential effects related to flooding and 
other hydrologic considerations are addressed through project 
design features rather than through off-site mitigation.  Please 
refer to Final EIR/EIS Section 3.9, Hydrology/Drainage.

Impacts to sensitive biological resources are mitigated based on 
biological resource boundaries, rather than city boundaries.

Wetland impacts associated with the I-5 NCC Project, in addition to 
the Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) double-
tracking projects and some other enhancements (trails, train 
stations, etc.), would be mitigated through the comprehensive 
Resource Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP; 
referred to as the Resource Enhancement Program [REP] in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS).  As discussed in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2, Compensatory Mitigation, the
REMP would provide for mitigation planning and implementation 
through the Public Works Plan/Transportation and Resource 
Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP) process and permitting 
process of other resource agencies to effectively mitigate I-5 NCC 
Project impacts in a manner that addresses regionally significant 
resource enhancement and preservation needs.  The REMP 
provides the planning and implementation framework to ensure 
the most valuable, high quality mitigation opportunities in the 
North Coast Corridor are identified, secured, and prioritized for 
implementation in a manner that cost-effectively utilizes available 
mitigation funding to maximize benefits to the corridor’s natural 
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resources.  This information has also been incorporated into 
Final EIR/EIS Section 3.17.3, Natural Communities, Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.

As stated in Section 3.1.3.2, Compensatory Mitigation:  “Given 
the unique ecological value of the corridor lagoons, opportunities 
to improve the ecological function of the systems exceed the 
benefits of pursuing only ratio-based mitigation efforts on the 
relatively small, fragmented, and isolated land areas remaining 
in the North Coast Corridor for such mitigation efforts.”  Wetland 
establishment and restoration would be completed at the San 
Dieguito W19 Restoration Site and at the Hallmark Mitigation Site 
at Agua Hedionda.  These two sites were selected by Caltrans 
in coordination with the resources agencies, which agreed that 
consolidation of wetland mitigation sites into two larger mitigation 
areas would be more beneficial to the region’s environment as a 
whole, instead of having separate, smaller mitigation sites in each 
individual watershed that would be impacted. 
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Kervin Krause <kervinkrause@gmail.com>

10/08/2012 11:58 AM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject I-5 Expansion Project Carlsbad Corridor

  
 

Hello,

I have been attending meetings on this project since 2004. It is great you have decided to use the 
4+2 approach.
How I can find out where the sound walls will be placed along the Carlsbad Village corridor 
extending from Tamarack Ave. to the 78?

Thank you so much! 

Kervin Krause
310 272-0552

01

Response to Kervin Krause

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
Your support for an 8+4 alternative, which is consistent with the 
Preferred Alternative identified in this Final EIR/EIS, is noted.  
Soundwall evaluation for this area is discussed in Section 3.15
of this Final EIR/EIS under Segment 17 (Tamarack Avenue 
to Carlsbad Village Drive) and Segment 18 (Carlsbad Village 
Drive to Vista Way [State Route 78]).  Soundwalls preliminarily 
recommended for implementation are illustrated on Final 
EIR/EIS Project Features Map figures in Chapter 2.  Please also 
refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” regarding 
the evaluation of noise effects and procedures for evaluating 
potential attenuation.
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Elizabeth Lenardi <elliez_here@yahoo.com>

10/13/2012 07:23 PM

To <Shay.Lynn.Harrison@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Impact of I-5 expansion

  
 

Shay Lynn Harrison 
Invironmental Analysis Chief

In reading the newspaper article of the impact study increasing North County I-5 lanes up to 14 and the 
billions it would cost I felt incumbent to send this message. Our freeways take up far to large a footprint 
of our limited coastal land! We have desperate need of alternative commuter transportation. I travel the 
1-5 corridor often living in Coronado and traveling to norther California. It becomes more dangerous as 
it is widened cars changing a number of lanes at high speeds is common a few do it to exit. Think of the 
increased danger to local residents not to mention tourists unfamiliar with our highways.

We in San Diego and California have a great natural tourist and business center but it is severely 
hampered by no reliable punctual coastal train route it is scandalous when compared with Europe. 
Improved bus routes and non-stop commuter bus service along that 
corridor could dramatically reduce the use of cars if time in route to work was improved. Las Angeles 
has a network of cemented dry steam beds that could provide easy acess for bus or rapid commuter 
transportation. Creative thinking needs to be applied to avoid further cementing our already limited 
space in coastal California.

Sincerely 

Elizabeth Lenardi

Elizabeth Lenardi
elliez_here@yahoo.com
619-435-4807
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Response to Elizabeth Lenardi

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted and 
received during the public review comment period for the I-5 NCC 
Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of 
that document.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please also refer 
to Topical Responses “Multimodal System,” “Rail Preference,” 
and “Mass Transit” in Section 3.0 of this appendix, for additional 
information regarding public transportation improvements being 
planned concurrently with the I-5 NCC Project.
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Joan Marchese <marcheseja@gmail.com>

09/20/2012 10:05 AM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject I-5 expansion

  

I appears to be against all environmental issues to expand I-5.
Wouldn't it be morr beneficial to erect a Monno Rail over the freeway.
It could have many stops and people could leave their cars at the
station. If Disney could do it why can't we? Joan Marchese,
Encinitas

01

Response to Joan Marchese

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
These comments were submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS and are outside the scope of that document.  Your 
preference for the No Build Alternative is noted.  Please also refer 
to Topical Response “Corridor Alternatives” in Section 3.0 of this 
appendix regarding alternatives, including monorail, previously 
considered for the North Coast Corridor.
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Date:  October 12, 2012 

To:  Shay Lynn Harrison, Chief Environmental Analysis, Branch C 

From:  Carol A. Martin 

Subject:  Comments to the Supplemental Draft EIR for Interstate 5 North Coast Corridor Project 
Regarding Los Penasquitos Lagoon Hydrology  

 

There are several concerns, comments, and recommendations regarding the Supplemental Draft EIR  
quality of the water projected to enter the Los Penasquitos lagoon from Carmel Creek, Soladad Creek 
and Penasquitos areas off of I-5, I-805 & I-56 

 

1) All native plant replacements need to applicable to the respective eco-zone.  I did not find 
information regarding the maintenance plan for the newly created wetlands and native plant 
mitigation and restoration areas.  What is the maintain plan for these areas, who is responsible 
and what is the recommended frequency? 

2) All solutions for recommendations to improve the quality of the water entering the Los 
Penasquitos Lagoon, including biofiltration swales, biofiltration strips and detention basins, 
need to occur upstream on the east side of the I-5/56 freeways and/or under bridges of                      
I-5/56 freeways, Soladad Creek and again on west side of the freeway prior to entering the 
lagoon area.   Current EIR states this will be “along bike trail”.  What agency will be testing the 
water runoff to ensure the quality standards of the water entering the lagoon?   

3) I did not find information regarding the maintenance, the recommended frequency of the 
maintenance, nor the agency responsible for the maintenance of the bioswales, biofilters and 
detention basins.  The maintenance plan and ownership needs to be stated and identified.  
Maintenance includes removal of sediments, trash, cigarette butts, and contaminants and other 
Urban runoff from construction zones. This project is a projection well into the future the 
increased trash etc. will continue to be a problem.   

4) Removal of the box culvert and sediment under the I-5/56 freeways over Carmel Creek will 
increase in water flow, as stated in the EIR.  This would likely cause a significant negative water 
quality impact to Los Penasquitos lagoon due to the increase of upstream urban runoff.    
Although the bioswales will provide some filtering (maintenance is key to effectiveness), 
increased dirt, trash, yard waste, animal feces, pesticides, fertilizers and other will need 
additional processing and filtering prior to entering the lagoon.  I recommend that detention 
basins be part of the Los Penasquitos project to ensure that water quality is maintained or 
improved.   

Responses to Carol Martin 

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.

The North Coast Public Works Plan/Transportation Resource 
and Enhancement Program (PWP/TREP) includes a Resource 
Enhancement and Mitigation Program (REMP; referred to as 
the Resource Enhancement Program [REP] in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS), which has been developed in coordination with the 
resource agencies and applicable North Coast Corridor natural 
resource stakeholders.  As discussed in Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2, Compensatory Mitigation, and Section
3.17 of this Final EIR/EIS, mitigation site assessments serve to 
formalize how the habitat creation, restoration, enhancement, 
and/or other preservation activities proposed for each of the sites 
would confirm to the REMP goals and criteria.  All final native plant 
palettes proposed at each restoration site would be reviewed by 
qualified biologists to ensure they are appropriate for the location, 
soils, and habitat type.

Long-term monitoring and management also would be ensured on 
each mitigation site.  Identified monitoring requirements for each 
REMP mitigation project would be conducted according to final 
habitat management plans (HMPs) and/or restoration plans.  As 
described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.3.2, and this 
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Final EIR/EIS Section 3.17, mitigation site assessments identify 
anticipated maintenance activities that would be necessary for 
individual mitigation projects, and an HMP would be prepared 
to further define the long-term management responsibilities to 
maintain the coastal resources that are established through the 
REMP mitigation projects.  Each HMP would identify a resource 
agency-approved management entity to assume long-term 
management responsibilities.  The manager(s) must meet certain 
qualifications in order to manage and maintain biological mitigation 
sites.

The frequency of maintenance activities would be decided 
upon by the manager of the mitigation sites.  The PWP/TREP 
Implementation Plan includes a monitoring and reporting 
program that would provide a yearly assessment and summary 
of information and updates to the Implementation Framework 
to document completed mitigation requirements and to assess 
available resource mitigation credits.   The results and assessment 
of each mitigation site, including supporting documentation, would 
be completed in consultation with persons and agencies interested 
in, with jurisdiction over (and/or affected by) the proposed 
development, including consultations with federal and State 
resource agencies, such as the United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service, California Department of Fish and Wildlife (previously 
California Department of Fish and Game), and Regional Water 
Quality Control Board. 

This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Issues related to construction best management 
practices (BMPs) are generally outside the scope of that document.  
Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in 
Section 4.0 of this appendix. 

As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3, Water 
Quality, (Final EIR/EIS Section 3.10), proposed “treatment” BMP 
siting locations and associated contributing drainage areas are 
based on the preliminary design concept and would be further 
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evaluated and modified during project development.  Preliminary 
“treatment” BMP siting locations would be further assessed 
to determine feasibility and would be incorporated based on 
environmental and right-of-way constraints, compliance with design 
factors, and cost considerations.  The BMPs would be located so 
they intercept runoff before it enters the lagoon area.  Caltrans 
would be responsible for implementing BMPs and ensuring 
compliance with applicable storm water regulations.

Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 3.3.2, BMP Categories and 
Description, includes a list of proposed “treatment” BMPs.  As 
identified in the table, BMP Category IA includes maintenance 
BMPs such as litter pickup, toxics control, and street sweeping, as 
described in the response to your Comment 01.  Caltrans’ Division 
of Maintenance is responsible for implementing maintenance 
BMPs as well as maintaining other BMP features as needed.  
Structural BMPs would be located within Caltrans’ right-of-
way.  As such, all proposed “treatment” BMPs would be owned, 
operated, and permanently maintained by Caltrans.  Standard 
maintenance procedures would be implemented based on sources 
including Caltrans manuals and the California Stormwater Quality 
Association (CASQA) Stormwater BMP Handbook, or other 
standard Caltrans protocols in effect at the time.

04 As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.1.1.1, Los 
Peñasquitos Lagoon, the removal of the box culvert and sediment 
would improve existing conditions to accommodate 100-year flood 
flows.  This area, like the rest of the project area, would be subject to 
BMPs to address potential project-related water quality concerns, 
based on approved Caltrans’ standards, manuals, and guidelines, 
including the Statewide Storm Water Management Plan. 
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5) Since this area is frequently used by bike riders and walkers and, with improvements in access, 
will encourage more usage, it is recommended that bag stations be included for pet droppings 
on the new trail along with trash receptacles along all the above mentioned areas that will 
now have bike and foot traffic.  

6) I did not find information on how freeway drainage will be managed.  The one current  sand 
filter (Austin design) located along old Sorrento Valley Road might be the appropriate type of 
filter, but the scale and the number of filter locations is inadequate to handle the current 
runoff .  The current filter is too small and not properly maintained.  It is the major source of 
contaminates, including cigarette butts, that spill over directly into the lagoon.   This is especially 
the case during the first seasonal flush.  What is the plan to manage and maintain the freeway 
drainage?     

7) I would like for a plan to be put in place to continue to remove invasive species for years to 
come. Pampas grass, Mexican fountain and Mexican feather grass, erharta (3 species), tree 
tobacco, arundo etc. the list goes on. How often will weeding be done to remove these even 
after the construction is complete? 

  I have to say overall the EIR is well done. I can tell a lot of time and effort went into its creation. I have 
great hope that the guidelines will be followed thru with. My hat goes off to the team! 
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The discussions in Section 3.3, Water Quality, of the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS, as well as Section 3.10, Water Quality and Storm 
Water Runoff, of the Draft and Final EIR/EIS, describe regulatory 
requirements and proposed BMPs related to storm water 
management and “treatment” for Caltrans projects.  The Final 
EIR/EIS notes that “treatment” capacity would be provided for 
approximately 112 percent of the impervious surface that would 
be added under the refined 8+4 Buffer alternative (Preferred 
Alternative).  Currently seven percent of existing impervious areas 
is being treated.  The Preferred Alternative would result in a total 
of 27 percent of total impervious areas (existing and new) being 
treated.  Proposed “treatment” BMP siting locations and associated 
contributing drainage areas are based on the preliminary design 
concept and would be further evaluated and modified during project 
development.  While an evaluation of existing “treatment” BMPs 
within the project corridor is not required in the I-5 NCC Project EIR/
EIS, your observations on the existing sand filter located along Old 
Sorrento Valley Road are appreciated.  As discussed in responses 
to your Comments 01 and 04, Caltrans’ Division of Maintenance is 
responsible for implementing maintenance BMPs.

During construction, certain measures would be taken to ensure 
that the spread of invasive plant species would be minimized to the 
maximum extent practicable.

It is not anticipated that implementation of the project would 
result in more invasive plant species in the project corridor when 
compared with existing conditions.  In fact, as discussed in the Final 

Thank you for your suggestion regarding bag stations for pet 
droppings.  It should be noted that, consistent with current usage, 
some of the trails associated with the project could prohibit pets to 
prevent impacts to wildlife using corridors along the trail.  For trails 
where pets are allowed, bag stations will be considered during 
the design phase of the project.  Please also note that the trails 
comprise community enhancements, the maintenance of which 
would be the responsibility of the applicable city outside Caltrans’ 
right-of-way.
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EIR/EIS in Section 3.22, Invasive Species, construction of any of 
the build alternatives would provide an opportunity to control some 
of the invasive plant species within the project corridor.  Invasive 
plants currently within the impact area would be removed, and 
revegetation would require maintenance to keep weed species 
from re-invading any newly planted areas.  In addition, to minimize 
the spread of invasive weeds, all heavy equipment would be 
washed and cleaned of debris prior to entering lagoon areas.

The project also would incorporate the conservation measure 
presented in Section 3.17, which states that cut and fill slopes, 
areas adjacent to native plant habitats would be revegetated 
with native plant species similar to those within the project study 
area as feasible.  The revegetated areas would have temporary 
irrigation and would be planted with native container plants and 
seeds selected in coordination with the Caltrans Project Biologist. 
At least three years of plant establishment/maintenance on these 
slopes would be conducted to control non-native plants. Bioswales 
and detention basins would be planted with appropriate species as 
determined in coordination with the Caltrans Project Biologist and 
storm water pollution prevention professional. These areas would 
be planted as soon as possible following completed construction 
to prevent encroachment by non-native plants. Slopes and 
interchanges located adjacent to developed urban areas would 
be planted with native and drought tolerant non-invasive species 
selected by the biologist and landscape architect. 
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Carol Martin <dosito2008@yahoo.com>

10/14/2012 06:35 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Fw: EIR comments

  
 

Hi Shay Lynn,
I walked through the area underneath I-5 & I-56 yesterday where Carmel 
Creek meets the lagoon. There is so much trash there. I am wondering once 
the new bio swales are in place how often will they be cleaned out for trash? 
Once a month or bimonthly? To prevent the trash from reaching the lagoon? 
Is there a Wastewater engineer working on the project for chemical runoff 
management? ie, oil, gas, brake dust residue. I am trying to look ahead to 
2025 for the anticipated increase of freeway usage and problems that might 
come up. How often will the sediment basins be dredged out? Once or twice a 
year? Who will be maintaining the invasive weeds and how often? 
I know this is a huge project good luck with working out the details that will 
arise as the construction begins. Construction sediment runoff controlled?
How will the Bullet Train affect all this if it follows I-56 to 5 South? 

----- Forwarded Message ----
From: Carol Martin <dosito2008@yahoo.com>
To: I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov
Sent: Fri, October 12, 2012 3:45:37 PM
Subject: EIR comments

Thank you for taking comments.

08

Caltrans storm water engineers are developing plans for 
appropriate “treatment” BMPs.  As discussed in Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS Section 3.3, Water Quality, proposed “treatment” 
BMP siting locations and associated contributing drainage 
areas are based on the preliminary design concept and would 
be further evaluated and modified during project development.  
Preliminary “treatment” BMP siting locations would be further 
assessed to determine feasibility and would be incorporated 
based on environmental and right-of-way constraints, compliance 
with design factors, and cost considerations.  Caltrans’ Division 
of Maintenance is responsible for implementing maintenance 
BMPs, including litter pickup, toxics control, and street sweeping.  
Standard maintenance procedures would be implemented 
based on sources including Caltrans manuals and the California 
Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) Stormwater BMP 
Handbook, or other standard Caltrans’ protocols in effect at the 
time.  Currently, removal of trash, debris, and excess vegetation 
typically is conducted monthly, as well as weekly during extended 
periods of wet weather and after larger storm events.

According to the California High Speed Rail Authority’s Revised 
2012 Business Plan, the high speed rail segment from San 
Francisco to Los Angeles/Anaheim is not anticipated to be 
completed until 2029, with the segment from Los Angeles to San 
Diego following later.  If it is eventually implemented, the high speed 
rail segment would be required to abide by applicable storm water 
regulations in effect at that time.  If the question relates to whether 
high speed rail would eliminate the need for the current proposed 
I-5 improvements, it is not anticipated to do so.  As indicated 
above, anticipated high speed rail construction would post-date 
the time period in which I-5 improvements would be required and 
the rail line would not address the commuter and peak hour needs 
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along the North Coast Corridor as the high speed rail would be 
located to the east in this area.

As stated above in the response to your Comment 02, maintenance 
activities necessary for individual mitigation projects would be 
identified in the HMP prepared for each mitigation site. The HMP 
would establish a schedule of how often weeding would take place 
and would require all invasive species to be addressed, including 
the species listed in this comment.  The HMP would also require a 
yearly assessment to account for all activities done on each site, 
including potential goals or problem areas to be addressed the 
following year. 
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"Molldrem, Eric (Law)" <Eric.Molldrem@ngc.com>

09/26/2012 12:45 PM

To "I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov" <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Public Comment Regarding I-5 NCC Project

  
 

September 26, 2012

 
Shay Lynn Harrison
Environmental Analysis Branch Chief
Caltrans, District 11
4050 Taylor Street
Division of Environmental Analysis, MS 242
San Diego, CA 92110
I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov
 
Dear Ms. Harrison, 

I reviewed the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact 

Statement and noticed there is no plan to enhance public access under I-5, at Encinitas Blvd. 
Encinitas Blvd. is a major thoroughfare into Encinitas and is the primary gateway to Old 

Encinitas, Moonlight State Beach, Cottonwood Creek Park, and Coaster Encinitas. As you can 
see by the attached photograph, there is no sidewalk under I-5 but rather a narrow bike path 
which is unsafe to traverse by foot. Our family lives just East of I-5 and while we would love to 
walk to the community attractions mentioned above, we end up driving since it is too dangerous 
to walk. With respect to our kids, I would also not want them to ride their bikes under I-5 at this 
location as the bike path is narrow and very close to traffic. I wish we had good and safe public 
access at this location, similar to what exists at Leucadia Blvd and I-5. Please consider 
extending the sidewalk to flow under I-5 at Encinitas Blvd. It would be an economical and 
important community enhancement. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 

Eric Molldrem 
225 Pacific View Lane 
Encinitas, CA 92024

01

Response to Eric Molldrem

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
As described in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Section 2.2.1.2, the 
identification of community enhancements began in 2005 with 
meetings with city staff, followed in 2006 by additional city meetings, 
as well as meetings with community planning groups, community 
input meetings open to the public, and/or city council hearings 
on the topic.  Based on public input, potential enhancement 
projects were identified as the most or least appropriate based on 
community votes and comments received at community meetings 
in San Diego, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside.  The proposed 
community enhancements have been analyzed to evaluate 
their environmental effects.  Given that extensive process, no 
additional community enhancement options are being considered 
in association with the I-5 NCC Project at this time.
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From: I-5 NCC EIR EIS
To: Tammy Ching
Subject: Fw: I-5 Comments expnasion through Encinitas
Date: Wednesday, October 17, 2012 2:47:58 PM

----- Forwarded by I-5 NCC EIR EIS/D11/Caltrans/CAGov on 10/17/2012 02:47 PM -----
Andrew Maynard <AMaynard@encinitasca.gov>

09/20/2012 11:20 AM

To "I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov" <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc

Subject FW: I-5 expnasion through Encinitas

 
 
From: Nancy Morgan [mailto:nanlar@cox.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 19, 2012 11:03 AM
To: I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov
Cc: Planning
Subject: I-5 expnasion through Encinitas

To Caltrans Planners,

We live on the corner of Normandy Rd. and Urania Avenue in Encinitas. 

It has been several years now since the northbound on ramp at Leucadia Blvd. was
altered to stop the southbound flow of traffic on Pireaus through to Leucadia Blvd. It
was altered so that all southbound traffic on Pireaus now needs to turn left onto
Normandy Rd. for one block and then turn right onto Urania Ave.in order to reach
Leucadia Blvd. 

Both Normandy Rd. and Urania Ave. are two lane streets...two cars may pass each
other only if there are no cars parked on either side of the street, We have many
walkers and joggers in the area....AND WE HAVE AN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL with
children and their parents who use Urania Ave. as a primary access road. 

When you do your "environmental impact study" come and spend a few minutes at
the beginning and end of the school day and of the work day on the corner of
Normandy Rd. and Urania Ave.

It is especially problematic now with current major construction of 24+ homes off of
the north eastern corner of our intersection. A development of equal or greater
proportion is planned shortly for the northwestern corner of the intersection. Now we
have construction noises and vehicles sharing the road. When the construction is
completed, we will have many new residents in the area to take their place. 

Pireaus is straight, has no intersections along the freeway fence, has few homes and
few access roads on the east. The noise impact there is minimal since it is right next

01

Response to Larry and Nancy Morgan

Thank you for your comment, which is part of the public record.  
This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS.  The issues addressed in your comments were 
not topics in this document, but were addressed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS for which the public review and comment period occurred 
in 2010.  Responses to the comments received on that document 
are provided in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, and Sections 3.6, 
Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, and 
3.15, Noise.
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to the freeway with it's inherent sounds. IT ONLY MAKES SENSE THAT PIREAUS
BE USED TO ALLOW A FREE FLOW OF TRAFFIC EXITING THE HOMES AND
SCHOOL TO THE SOUTH between La Costa Ave. and Leucadia Blvd.. 

A different northbound onramp is needed at Leucadia Blvd and I-5. 

Please explore this change as you plan the expansion of I-5 in our
area.

With hope for an improvement in our neighborhood.

Larry and Nancy Morgan
1096 Urania Avenue
Encinitas, CA 92024
760-633-3750

01
cont.
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Homa <homakar@gmail.com>

09/07/2012 04:40 PM

To <i-5.ncc.eir.eis@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject I-5 corridor project

  
 

To Whom It May Concern,

We have lived in Del Mar since 1990. During this time we have witnessed 
the degradation in the quality of our living environment due to the 
continual expansion of I-5. It doesn't take much insight to realize that 
adding lanes is only a temporary solution. This is the same 
shortsightedness that led to train tracks being laid on the bluffs many 
years ago. Adding lanes is a simple minded solution to a complex 
problem and lacks any creativity and only pushes the problem to the next 
generation. You add more lanes, more people drive, and soon the lanes 
aren't sufficient so you add more lanes. Are we going to have 20 lanes 
on each side eventually? This insanity needs to stop soon before we 
turn San Diego to another LA.

Homa and Eliza Nash

01

Response to Homa and Eliza Nash

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted 
and received during the public review comment period for the 
I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the 
scope of that document.  Responses to comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please 
also refer to Topical Responses “Project Lifespan” and “Projected 
Growth,” respectively, in Section 3.0 of this appendix, regarding 
the anticipated lifespan of project improvements and the minimal 
potential increase in vehicle miles traveled on I-5 as a result of 
project improvements.
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<jns1957@reagan.com>

09/04/2012 05:32 PM

To <I-5_NCC_EIR_EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject Comments for I-5 expansion

  
 

Mr. Shay Lynn Harrison

I have concerns on the noise that the I-5 project has brought to my 
neighborhood. I live on Ida st. which runs parallel with I-5 and have lived 
here for some time now. When CalTrans widened about 4 yrs. ago I assumed they 
would put up a sound barrier wall from Lomas Santa Fe to Via De La Valle to 
reduce the noise because of the widening of the freeway. Do you know if a 
wall is going to be errected in the near future to eliminate noise pollution 
in our neighborhood.

Thanks
James Sanchez
734 Ida Ave.
Solana Beach

01

Response to James Sanchez

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted 
and received during the public review comment period for the 
I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the 
scope of that document.  Responses to comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Soundwall 
evaluation for this area is discussed in Section 3.15, Noise, of this 
Final EIR/EIS under Segment 6 (Via de la Valle Undercrossing to 
Lomas Santa Fe Drive).  Soundwall improvements preliminarily 
recommended for implementation are illustrated on Final 
EIR/EIS Project Features Map figures in Chapter 2.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” in 
Section 3.0 of this appendix, regarding the evaluation of noise 
impacts and procedures for identifying recommended attenuation.
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Responses to Eduardo Savigliano

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of that document.  
Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in 
Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please note that the refined 8+4 
Buffer alternative was identified as the locally preferred alternative 
in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is identified in the Final 
EIR/EIS as the Preferred Alternative.  Please also refer to Topical 
Response “Projected Growth” regarding the need for the project to 
address increased traffic demand.

This comment does not address the project or adequacy of 
environmental analyses.  No response is required. 

As discussed in Section 1.2.2.2, Coordination with Federal, State, 
and Local Agencies, of the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS, and 
Chapter 5 of this Final EIR/EIS, Caltrans has coordinated with 
many agencies, including the local cities of San Diego, Del Mar, 
Solana Beach, Encinitas, Carlsbad, and Oceanside.  Caltrans 
received comments from all of these cities during the public review 
of the Draft EIR/EIS, and responses are provided in Sections 4.3 
and 5.3 of this appendix.  Coordination with these cities, as well as 
other agencies, is ongoing and will continue through approval and 
permitting actions associated with the I-5 NCC Project.  Please 
also refer to Topical Response “Multimodal System” regarding the 
regional transportation planning process.

Some catastrophic events are speculative and cannot be 
avoided through project design.  The Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS analyzed the most likely scenarios, including the 
potential for sea level rise to impact the I-5 crossings of area 
water features.  As described in that document and this Final 
EIR/EIS, the analysis was conservative in that it assumed a 
4.5-foot rise in sea level by 2100.  In combination with a 100-year 
flood event, each of the I-5 lagoon bridges would be higher than 
tidal/flood waters, with a single exception.  For the Carmel Creek 
bridge, tidal/flood waters during a period of high tide and 100-year 
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storm event would rise above the bridge soffit (the bottom part of 
the bridge).  This would be a short-term event and would not flood 
the drive way on top of the bridge.

The I-5 / State Route (SR-) 56 and I-5 NCC Project are the subject 
of different technical evaluations because they address different 
traffic flow patterns (one being east-west, the other north-south) 
and can independently stand on their own.  Although review of 
infrastructure maintenance and improvement needs comprise 
an ongoing task for the State highway, in order to address 
improvements in a timely and realistic manner, projects are defined 
by purpose, urgency of required upgrades, funding sources, etc.  
These considerations led to the I-5 / SR-56 and I-5 NCC Projects
being stand-alone projects.

The goal of reduction in vehicle numbers is realistic; the project 
is designed to encourage High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) use by 
providing HOV/Managed Lanes that would be free to HOV cars; 
the project would not provide any additional general purpose 
lanes.

Noise impacts associated with the I-5 NCC Project were discussed 
in Section 3.15, Noise, of the Draft EIR/EIS for the project, which 
was available for public review in July 2010; please refer to this 
section of the Final EIR/EIS.  Noise levels associated with the 
project can be predicted and are identified in the Draft and Final 
EIR/EIS.  The I-5 / SR-56 Project also was included as a cumulative 
project in Section 3.25 of the EIR/EIS.

Thank you for your comments.  These comments are part of the 
public record for this project, but do not relate to the adequacy 
of environmental analysis completed for the Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS.  As a result, no response is required.
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Please refer to the response to your Comment 04 and Section 3.9
of the Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of hydrology.

Alternatives, as well as consistency with applicable general plans, 
were addressed in the 2010 Draft EIR/EIS.  Please refer to Final 
EIR/EIS Section 3.1, Land Use.
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Guest <arty26@roadrunner.com>

09/19/2012 09:39 AM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc  

Subject LOCATION OF i-5 EXPANSION

  
 

Sirs: I live on Harding St just south of Oak St. in Carlsbad--one block south of Carlsbad Village 
Dr.

Would you please tell me how far west the expansion would go.

I want to know its impact,potential, on my property.

Thank you.

Arthur Sternberg

760-729-2762

01

Response to Arthur Sternberg

Thank you for your interest in the project.  Please refer to Figures
2-2.3, Sheets 53 and 54, of this Final EIR/EIS regarding the 
planned limits of right-of-way for the Preferred Alternative in this 
area.  If the Preferred Alternative is approved, project design would 
be subject to continued refinement prior to implementation.
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Elena Thompson <elenathompson@cox.net>

10/01/2012 09:34 PM

To <I-5.NCC.EIR.EIS@dot.ca.gov>
cc Elena Thompson <elenathompson@cox.net>

Subject I-5 Expansion Supplemental Report- 10/1/12

  
 

Hello and thank you for answering my questions, hearing my comments:
 
1)      Why do you think a bike way on the freeway, where cars spew nauseous pollutants’, is a good location for a 
bikeway?
2)      What studies have you conducted that prove that improving the bike transit on our coastal corridor, one of 
the most beautiful roads in the nation that borders the ocean, is not a viable place-a better place, for a regional 
north south bikeway?
3)      What alternatives have you looked in to funding that first include and prioritize transit improvements over 
expansion of our freeway? Why can’t we start with this?
4)      What right do you think you have to decimate the peace and quiet of every coastal town that borders the I-5 
with your expansion of your undesired freeway? As it is right now, we coastal folks are heavily burdened by the 
constant noise and sound of the freeway… motorcycles, trucks breaking with gears/shifters, loud cars… did you 
know that you will run us all out of town with your planning and ruin real estate values along the coastline with 
this expansion… do you realize this? Do you care?
5)      What plans do you have to put down a rubber road, if we have to have your petroleum and union driven 
expansion, to mitigate noise? Sound walls obviously won’t benefit the most of us. The most of us will be miserable 
with yet more noise pollution.
 
 
Keeping San Diego Moving is about enhanced public transportation, more train stops, more light rail, more bike 
lanes, more walkable towns, more connectivity east-west and north-south. The European model. When you 
have exhausted all of that, 10 years from now after solid investment and earnest intent, then come talk to us 
about Keeping San Diego Moving with freeway expansion please. Thank you for your time and responses.

Regards, 
 
Elena and John Thompson
 
Leucadia/Encinitas Residents
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Responses to Elena and John Thompson

Thank you for your comments regarding the proposed bike trails 
within the I-5 North Coast Corridor, which are part of the public 
record.  As discussed in Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Table 2.2.3,
the proposed bikeway would help facilitate the I-5 North Coast 
(NC) Bike Trail by including new facilities within sections of the 
proposed freeway footprint.  These sections would fill in gaps 
between existing trails in the cities along I-5, and connect to other 
regional and inter-regional bicycle facilities, thus providing a more 
direct route along the coast in the project area.  By incorporating 
portions of the bike trail into the State right-of-way, maintenance 
burdens (cost and implementation) on local jurisdictions are also 
minimized for those sections.

The proposed pedestrian and bike trails is a component of the I-5
NCC Project.  An objective of the project, as well as this component, 
is to minimize impacts to natural and community resources.  To 
accomplish this, the bike and pedestrian trails are proposed within 
the Caltrans right-of-way to the maximum extent practicable.

As noted in the response to your Comment 01, the intent of the 
proposed bike trail is to provide a more direct route along the 
coast in the project area by connecting gaps between existing 
bike routes.  The addition of these trails would provide cyclists 
and pedestrians viable alternatives to travel on Pacific Coast 
Highway and enhance connections to the east.  The Coastal Rail 
Trail provides a bikeway along the coastline in the northern portion 
of the project area, and the proposed bike trail under the I-5 NCC 
Project would provide a connection to that facility.  

Specifically with regard to Encinitas, as stated in Supplemental 
Draft Table 2.2.3:  “In the City of Encinitas, the I-5 NC Bike Trail 
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would include the lagoon crossing between the northern boundary 
of Solana Beach and Manchester Avenue along I-5 as a Class 
1 facility.  The I-5 NC Bike Trail would then utilize a combination 
of surface streets and freeway ROW through the communities of 
Cardiff, Encinitas, and Leucadia.  Class I bike path connections 
would be from Regal Drive to Encinitas Boulevard, along the bike/
pedestrian bridge at Union Street, and from Orpheus Avenue to La 
Costa Avenue.  At La Costa Avenue, the I-5 NC Bike Trail would 
join with the proposed Class 1 facility in the I-5 footprint to cross 
Batiquitos Lagoon.”  This information is also presented in Table 
ES.13 of this Final EIR/EIS.

This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of that document.  Additional 
information regarding project alternatives was provided in the 2010 
Draft EIR/EIS.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are 
addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Quieter pavement, such 
as “rubberized asphalt concrete” (RAC), is currently not listed in 
23 CFR 772 as a noise abatement measure that can be applied 
in accordance with federal policy.  Caltrans is actively researching 
the benefits of pavement types in reducing tire noise source levels 
to demonstrate the long-term noise abatement characteristics of 
quieter pavement.  Asphalt surfacing increases maintenance costs, 
which is a factor being considered in wider applications beyond 
pilot studies.  In addition, asphalt has a lower life expectancy than 
concrete, so it would have to be repaired or replaced more often.  A 
conclusion has not been made about practicality and effectiveness, 
so this surfacing is not currently included in noise abatement 
measures.  Additional information about the ongoing pavement 
research can be found on the Caltrans website at: http://www.dot.
ca.gov/hq/env/noise/index.htm#2011catnap. Please also refer to 
Chapter 2.0, Project Alternatives, of this Final EIR/EIS; Topical 
Responses “Multimodal System,” “Mass Transit,” and “Corridor 
Alternatives” regarding transit improvements in the North Coast 
Corridor; Topical Response “Soundwall Considerations” regarding 
the evaluation and attenuation of potential noise impacts; and 
Topical Response “Property Valuation” regarding potential project 
effects on real estate values.
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Responses to James L. Brown

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted and 
received during the public review comment period for the I-5 NCC 
Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of 
that document.  Railroad bridge information in the Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS was provided as part of the analysis related to 
potential downstream effects of potential I-5 improvements.  
The location and design of those bridges were evaluated in the 
Los Angeles to San Diego, California (LOSSAN) Proposed Rail 
Corridor Improvements EIR/EIS and are beyond the purview of 
the I-5 NCC Project.
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                  CALTRANS PUBLIC MEETING

              I-5 NORTH COAST CORRIDOR PROJECT

         SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT EIR/EIS PUBLIC MEETING

               WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 2012

                   6:00 P.M. TO 8:00 P.M.

       CITY OF ENCINITAS COMMUNITY AND SENIOR CENTER

                  1140 OAKCREST PARK DRIVE

                   ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA

  Reported by:  Cynthia J. Vega, RMR, CSR 6640, CCRR 95
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Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS Public Meeting CALTRANS PUBLIC MEETING, I-5 NORTH COAST CORRIDOR PROJECT
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  1     ENCINITAS, CALIFORNIA, WEDNESDAY, SEPTEMBER 19, 2012

  2                          6:00 P.M.

  3

  4            MR. MADRID:  My name is Jim Madrid.  I reside

  5   at 1436 Peartree Court, Encinitas.  (760) 436-3477.  And

  6   my e-mail is surfbaja6@hotmail.com.

  7            I take my wife to work every morning at around

  8   8:00 a.m., and I go west on Encinitas Boulevard to

  9   Vulcan Avenue and then back east on Leucadia Boulevard

 10   to El Camino.

 11            When I go west on Encinitas, the traffic is

 12   backed up with cars lined up to get on I-5 south.  And

 13   when I head back on Leucadia Boulevard, I see the same

 14   thing, cars are trying to turn left to get on I-5 south.

 15            There are times when I have to go around cars

 16   that are hanging out from the on-ramp to I-5 on the

 17   eastbound lanes of Leucadia Boulevard.

 18            From the bridge, I can see that the on-ramp is

 19   completely filled.  To me, the ramp is too short.

 20            If the lane could be extended to Encinitas

 21   Boulevard, like the lane from Manchester to Lomas

 22   Santa Fe or the lane from Palomar Airport to

 23   Cannon Road, it would allow cars to transition easier

 24   onto I-5.

 25            It would be nice that all on-ramps be connected

01

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted and 
received during the public review comment period for the I-5 NCC 
Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of 
that document.  As discussed in the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental 
Draft EIR/EIS and this Final EIR/EIS, auxiliary ramps continued 
to be reviewed following the circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
On- and off-ramps, however, and overall congestion were topics 
covered in the Draft EIR/EIS.  The proposed improvements under 
the Preferred Alternative would be expected to alleviate much 
of the ramp congestion because the additional HOV/Managed 
Lanes would allow additional vehicles to move more quickly onto 
I-5 travel lanes.  Please refer to the Final EIR/EIS Chapter 2.0, 
Project Alternatives, and Section 3.6, Traffic and Transportation/
Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities, for additional information.

Response to Jim Madrid
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  1   to the following off-ramp.  Since it has been decided

  2   that I-5 is to remain four lanes, something needs to be

  3   done, moving the cars getting on I-5.

  4            Thank you.

  5                          * * * * *

  6

  7

  8

  9

 10

 11

 12

 13

 14

 15

 16

 17

 18

 19

 20

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25

01
cont.
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  1            MS. YAMAGATA:  My name is Susan Yamagata,

  2   Y-a-m-a-g-a-t-a.  My address is 804 Ave de San Clemente,

  3   Encinitas.  (760) 942-2597.

  4            So what I want to say is:  After they put in

  5   the -- they already put in eight lanes, and they're

  6   talking about four more lanes, and they have been

  7   putting in lanes for a while, and they're going to want

  8   to be putting in more and more lanes.  It will end up at

  9   twenty lanes.  They are just going to spread it over a

 10   longer period of time.

 11            Why don't they take all that money and put a

 12   subway in?  Put a subway in under the freeway, because

 13   they are going to spend the same amount of money anyway,

 14   when it is all done and said.  It is just that it is

 15   going to be a lot uglier.  And something under the

 16   freeway, like a subway, that we don't have to look at,

 17   will preserve the beauty of the San Diego coast and the

 18   environs, the surrounding areas.

 19            Thank you.

 20                          * * * * *

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25

01

Response to Susan Yamata

Thank you for your comment.  This comment was submitted and 
received during the public review comment period for the I-5 NCC 
Project Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of 
that document.  Responses to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS 
are addressed in Section 4.0 of this appendix.  Please refer to 
Topical Responses “Corridor Alternatives” and “Project Lifespan” 
for information on the wide variety of alternatives screened for the 
I-5 corridor as well as the rationale regarding the iterative nature of 
transportation planning.
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  1            MR. DEBEER:  My name is John DeBeer, J-o-h-n,

  2   D-e-B-e-e-r, 1630 Burgundy Road, Encinitas, California.

  3   Phone number is (760) 753-2686.  Jdebeer@cox.net.

  4            Thank you very much for providing this

  5   opportunity for public input.

  6            Please keep lengthening the bridges over the

  7   lagoon.

  8            Thank you.

  9                          * * * * *

 10

 11

 12

 13

 14

 15

 16

 17

 18

 19

 20

 21

 22

 23

 24

 25
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Response to John DeBeer

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
As noted in the Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS and now incorporated 
into the Final EIR/EIS, the lengthened bridge designs at San Elijo, 
Batiquitos, and Buena Vista Lagoons are part of the project’s 
design.
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  1            MR. NELSON:  Jack Nelson, N-e-l-s-o-n,

  2   1360 Las Flores, Carlsbad, 92008.  Phone is

  3   (760) 720-5420.  E-mail is jngn@roadrunner.com.

  4            I just want to say:  We met Ann Fox, F-o-x,

  5   over here.  Her middle name is Nelson.  And she

  6   explained things, despite my wife's energetic concern

  7   about a lot of things, and explained things clearly and

  8   thoughtfully and spent a lot of time with us.  And I

  9   want to thank her for that.  And I thought this is the

 10   way to thank her.  She deserves a raise.

 11                          * * * * *

 12

 13

 14

 15
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 23

 24

 25
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Response to Jack Nelson

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
They have been forwarded to Ms. Fox on your behalf.
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  1            MS. KLEIN:  My name is Shirley Klein.  My

  2   address is 141 Turner Avenue in Encinitas.  My phone

  3   number is (760) 579-2079.  My e-mail is

  4   scubashirl@sbcglobal.net.

  5            Many bus routes have been deleted because of

  6   cost.  If we had smaller vehicles, like vans, that would

  7   be less expensive to operate to use as feeder lines that

  8   would take people to the Coaster or the train or to

  9   other bus service, I think that would help alleviate

 10   some of the traffic.  I am opposed to the expansion.

 11            I like the bike lane idea.  I think it's great.

 12   There is a lot of bike riders in our community, and it

 13   is very difficult to get from one city to the other

 14   without engaging with traffic.  I am a bike rider.

 15            I think we need to do whatever we can to

 16   encourage people to take mass transit, promote it, and

 17   not encourage -- by expanding freeways, not encourage

 18   people to continue to buy more cars and put more cars on

 19   the freeway.

 20            I'm opposed to the increase in noise and air

 21   pollution.  Our air quality is in the top ten in the

 22   nation of poor quality.

 23            I agree with increasing HOV lanes, but not

 24   increasing the single-passenger car travel.  Thanks.

 25                          * * * * *

01
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Responses to Shirley Klein

Thank you for your comments, which are part of the public record.  
Your preference for the No Build alternative is noted.  With regard 
to feeder lines to public transportation modes, please refer to 
Topical Response “Multimodal System.”

Your appreciation for the bike trail elements described in the 
Supplemental Draft EIR/EIS is noted.  These project elements 
have been incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS.

This comment was submitted and received during the public 
review comment period for the I-5 NCC Project Supplemental Draft 
EIR/EIS and is outside the scope of that document.  Responses 
to comments on the Draft EIR/EIS are addressed in Section 4.0 
of this appendix.  Please refer to Topical Responses “Multimodal 
System,” “Mass Transit,” “Soundwall Considerations,” “Air 
Pollutants,” and “Climate Change.”

The Preferred Alternative would provide only additional 
HOV/Managed Lanes along this segment of I-5.  No new general 
purpose lanes would be constructed as part of the project.
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  1

  2

  3

  4                    REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

  5

  6            I, Cynthia J. Vega, a Certified Shorthand

  7   Reporter for the State of California, do hereby certify

  8   that the above-referenced proceedings were reported by

  9   me on Wednesday, September 19, 2012, at 1140 Oakcrest

 10   Park Drive, Encinitas, California; were taken by me

 11   stenographically and were transcribed through

 12   computerized transcription under my direction; and the

 13   foregoing is a true and correct record of the

 14   proceedings taken at that time.

 15

 16            IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have subscribed my name

 17   this 20th day of September, 2012.

 18

 19

 20

 21

 22

 23

 24                       ___________________________________

 25                          CYNTHIA J. VEGA, CSR NO. 6640
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